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iMUAL  FARM  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  FIETY-THREE 
FARMS  IN  BOONE,  DUPAGE,  MCHENRY,  AND  LAKE  COUNTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J,  B.  Cunningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Boone,  DuPage ,  McHenry  and  Lake  counties 
continued  upward  in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest 
level  in  the  past  five  years.  Records  from  53  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net 
income  per  farm  of  $1939  as  compared  with  $1337  for  1934,  $937  for  1933,  and  a  loss 
of  $213  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  "basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $190  lov/er  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4719  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $3295  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1423.   In 
1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1613  per  farm.  Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1278  per  faxra  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
an  increase  of  $372  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  aji  area  are  lower  tlian  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.  The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial  cor- 
porations reported  by  a  na.tionally  l-oiown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6,6  per- 
cent on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  mana,gement  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau 
Farm  Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was 
$363  per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  v/holesale 
prices  for  farn  products. 


*  E.  C.  Foley,  H.  S.  Wright,  J.  H.  Brock  and  H.  C.  (Jilkerson,  farm  ad- 
visers in  Boone,  DuPage,  McHenry  and  Lalce  counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and 
collecting  the  records  on  which  this  rexjort  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Sxpense  and  Inventory  Changes  on  53 
Accountint;  Farms  in  Boone,  DuPage ,  McHenry  and  Lake, 
Counties,  1935  and  1934i/ 


Yom- 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm  Cash  income  -oer  farm 

Horses -$      $55  $76   $ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  ------------- 

Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  3jid  eggs   ------- 

Dairy  sales     --------- 

Feed  and  grains  _--__-- 
Machinery  ---------- 

Improvements  --------- 

Labor-  ------------ 

lUscellaneous     -------- 

Livestock  expense     ------ 

Crop   expense  --------- 

Taxes      ------------        


590 

204 

53 

23 

ISO 

139 

28 

30 

440 

613 

590 

518 

321 

145 

580 

294 

31 

33 

65 

49 

232 

155 

250 

231 

$  57 

$  53 

883 

817 

547 

675 

258 

133 

292 

237 

2045 

1725 

451 

299 

129 

98 

1 

4 

50 

S3 

6 

9 

Total $      $3295  $2512   $      $4719  $4125 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock $      $928  $209 

Feed  and  grains  ------------------         180  250 

ICachinery  _-----_--------_-_---          85  27 

Improvements  -------------------- 84  -124 

Total  inventory  change  _-----_-_--_$      $1278  $  372 


Summary 

Total  casi:  income __---$      $4719  $4125 

Total  cash  expense  -----------------  3295  2512 

Cash  balance $      $1423  $1513 

Total  inventor5'-  change  ---------------  1278  372 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------------   -^              $2701  $1935 

1/  Records  from  Boone,  Winneb.ago,  and  McHenry  Counties  for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.-  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  corribined  yields  for  corn,  o.ats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933, 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  dijrin{i  1935  favor jd  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  IS. 2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sa.les  were  higher  on  farms  in  llortncastern  Illinois  in  1935  than  in 
1934  (Table  1).  Dt.iry  sales  averaged  $2045  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1726 
a  fpjrm  in  1934.   Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  grain  were  also  larger  in 
1955  than  in  1934;  hog  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $129.   Total  cash 
sales  were  $594  a  fcrm  larger  in  1935  than  durin,'^  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  ezqjenditures  averaged  $784  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expendit^ores  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $518  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $690  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditiires  were  lo.rger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include;   improvements, 
crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  l?.bor. 

Livestock  values  continued  up\7ard  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934,  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934, 
the  inventor^'-  value  was  onlj''  $180  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  begin- 
ning.  The  big  expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in 
inventory  of  $86  per  farm,  as  compared  with  an  increase  of  $27  per  farm  in  1934, 
In  1935  there  was  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  increase  their  value  by 
$84  as  compared  v/ith  a  smaller  amount  of  money  spent  the  previous  year  which  re- 
sulted in  a  $124  decrease  per  f  -  rm. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Wliether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  lov/,  thi^re  is  always  a  v/ide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  i..  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  v;ith  other  farms,   A  farm  nay  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  -^Toup  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on  53 
Boone,  DuPage,  I^cHenry,  and  Lake  Count"  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


CAPITAL   IinfESTLSNTS 

Land  ------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------ 

Livestock  total  ------- 

Horses  ----------- 

Cattle  ----------- 

Hogs  ------------ 

Sheep   -___--_--_- 
Poultry  _----__-_- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  - 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  - 
Total  capital  investment 


YO'JT 

farm 


Average  of 

53  farms 


$18  190 

5  824 

2  805 

427 

1  892 

184 

196 

106 

1  668 

1  694 

$30  181 


18  mo  s  t 

profitable 

farms 


$15,353 

5  656 

3  272 

421 

2  270 

278 

207 

96 

1  811 

1  725 

$28  817 


18  least 
profitable 
farms 


$19  761 

5  571 

2  558 

397 

1  720 

118 

31 

92 

1  437 

1  459 


$30  585 


RECEIPTS    .(UvD  :TET   IITCHEASSS 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs  (including  AAA.  payments) 
Sheep  ------------- 

Poultrj"-  ------------ 

Egg  sales  ----------- 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ------------ 

Labor  off  faxm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ------ 

Total  receipts  c'c  net  increases 


EXPENSES  AIJD  lUT   DECREASES 


Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  e.uipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &   net  decreases 


4  125 

20 
912 
727 
143 

77 

199 

2  045 

191 
50 

5 

$  4  370 


23c 


475 

65 
232 
580 
250 

31 


$  1  569 


5  401 

21 
1  147 

1  255 
205 

94 
259 

2  459 

265 

31 

$  5  597 


214 


492 

82 
261 
346 
254 

35 


$  1  684 


5  001 


512 

390 

26 

78 

123 

2  077 

68 
38 

6 

$  5  118 


260 
5 


481 

66 

222 

470 

254 

27 


$  1  765 


RECEIPTS  LESS  E^PEHSES 


Total  ^unpaid  labor  ------- 

Operator's  labor  ------- 

Family  labor  --------- 

ITet  income  from  investment  and 
management  ---------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  Il'TVESTIIENT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5*0  of  Capital  invested  -  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  AND  I'AilAGElSNT  ".'AGE 


$  2  701 

762 
482 
280 

1  939 

5.42^ 

2  421 

1  509 
$   912 


$  4  015 

721 
510 
211 

3  292 

11.42^ 

3  802 

1  441 

$  2  361 


$  1  555 

744 
450 
294 

609 
1.99^ 


059 
529 


$  -470 


H 
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be  abnormally  hi^h  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be 
seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  ho^'s,  and  sheep  had  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  ^^roups.   An  efficient  farmer  Y^rho  has 
his  business  well  organized  sho  ild  not  be  influenced  'oy   conditions  of  this  kind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  or/n  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors 
causing  hi^h  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  typo  of  production  in  a  particular 
year.   Some  farms  tht.t  arc  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good 
earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High 
crop  yields  and  efficient  herd?  of  livestock  are  the  r.sult  of  several  yjj'.rs  of 
labor. 

On  the  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference  of  $2683  per 
farm  betv/een  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which  wers  the  most 
profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in  1935.  'Hie  average  net 
earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3292  and  $609  respectively  (Table  2).   Of  this 
difference  $974  was  in  inventory  and  $1585  was  in  cash.  The  rest  of  the  difference, 
amounting  to  $25,  was  in  fairdly  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2478  for 
one  group  and  by  $792  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital 
and  to  pay  living  expenses.  'Tnere  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was 
available  to  spend  for  life  insui'ance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  thr.t  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  an  average  difference  of  32  acres  bct'voen  that  third 
of  the  f?.ri-ns  which  was  most  profitable  and  that  third  -/vhich  was  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  vor   farm  averagings;  209  and  177  respectively,  Tiie  land  on  the  more 
profitable  fai'ms  -.•as  also  more  tillable,  by  5,5  percent;  but  the  valuation  per  acre 
was  $34  less  than  on  the  lep.st  profitable  fai'ms.   The  total  investment  per  farm 
on  improvements  vi&s   greater  on  the  f3,rms  which  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  least,  but  the  investment  wa.s  spread  over  ;aore  acres,  resulting  in  a 
smaller  value  of  improvements  per  acre  by  $4.45  in  favor  of  the  most  profitable  farms. 

In  ".nost  farm  nanagement  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  higli-  and  lov- income  fa,rms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases,   Tliis  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  accounting 
farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $5697  and  $3118  and 
for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1684  and  $1765  res"Doctively  (Table  2),   On 
an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  wcr^^  $27.21  and  $17.51  and  the  expenses  $11.49  and  $14.17 
respectively  (Table  3), 

A  tendency  on  the  part  of  the  more  successful  account  keepers  to  adjust 
their  cropping  system:-,  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions  is  apparent  in  North- 
eastern Illinois,  the  more  profitable  farmers  having  a  larger  percent  of  tillable 
land  in  hay  and  pasture,  by  1,5  percent,  and  in  other  cultivated  crops  which  included 
barley,  canning  crops  and  truck  crops,  by  5.8  percent. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Aaialyze  the  Faru  Business  on 
53  Boone,  DuPage,  WcHenry.and  Lake  Coui:ty  Farms  in  1935 


Items 
Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  land  ai-ea  tillable  -  -  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn  -  ----------  _-- 

Oats  -------  __--_-_- 

Silage  corn  ------------ 

Soybeans  for  srain  --------- 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------- 

Le§"ume  ha^  and  pasture------- 

IJon-legume  harj   and  pasture  -  -  -  -  - 

Crop  jaelds 

Corn,  bu,  per  acre  --------- 

Oats ,  bu.  per  acre  --------- 

Soybeans ,  bu,  per  acre  ------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  -  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  _ 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  _  -  - 
Power  and  machinerv  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  wor^c  horses  -------- 

Value  of  fe-id   fed  to  l.orses  ----- 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre-  ----------- 

Cash  balance-  ------------ 

Incre.-tse  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 
Gross  receiots  -jer  farm  ------- 


Yoior 
farm 


Average  of 
53   fai'ms 


18  most 

profitable 

farms 


18  least 
profitable 

farms 


198.6 

80.0 

22.00 
12.24 


92. 

29.33 
152. 


209.4 
Sl.l 

27.21 

11.49 
15.72 

78. 
27.01 

138. 


177.1 
75.5 

$   17.51 

14.17 

3.44 

$  112. 
31.45 
173. 


23.7 
19.6 
7.4 
2.3 
11.3 
22.4 
13.3 


21.2 
19.4 
8.4 
.8 
15,2 
20.1 
14,9 


25.7 
21,8 
7.8 
2.0 
9.4 
25.5 
3.0 


54.2 
40.7 
15.1 


53.5 
41.2 
17.1 


65.6 
38,8 
13,1 


$2262. 
181. 

134. 

246. 


i.3 


$  146. 


114, 
14.25 
20.66 


$2647. 
203. 


140. 

325. 
6,2 

151, 

115, 
16,13 
25.69 


$1947. 
154, 

132, 
212. 
6.4 
$  139. 
118, 
11,89 
15,97 


24. 
8.12 
3.47 
5.14 

4.3 
243. 


18. 

7.33 
3.48 
5.09 

4.1 
248. 


$ 


38, 
9,62 
3.94 
5,86 

4.1 

230, 


$   1,19 
1,25 


$ 


1.02 
1.21 


$ 


1,47 
1,32 


$ 
$ 


$1423. 
1278. 
6.42 

$4370. 


$2478 . 
1535. 
11.42 
$5597. 


$  792. 
561. 
1.99 

$3118. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 
Boone,  DuPage,  McHenry  and  Lake  Counties  1935 


The  numbers  above 
53  farms  included 
By  drawing  a  line 
your  farm  in  that 
mers  in  your  local 


the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page, 
across  each  column  at  the  number  raeas'uring  the  efficiency  of 
factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  far- 
ity. 
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Contrajj'  to  the  findings  in  most  studies  of  this  kind  the  yield  of  corn 
was  lower  on  the  most  profit-^ble  than  on  the  least  profitable  farms.   The  apparent 
disadvantage,  however,  wr.s  offset  by  larger  yields  of  otner  crops  on  the  hijh-profit 
farms. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  hcmdled  were 
the  tv.'o  most  iirrportant  factors  accounting:  for  the  difference  in  earnings  between  the 
two  groups  of  f?j:ras.  The  18  nost  profitable  farms  had  an  average  investment  of 
$3578  in  productive  livestock,  compared  v/ith  $2106  on  the  least  profitable  group. 
This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $15.13  and  $11.89  respectively,  from  which 
the  receipts  were  $25.59  pjid  $16.97  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.  The  high-income 
groT:^)  fed  more  feed  than  did  the  other  group,  by  $700,  and  for  each  $100  worth  of 
feed  fed  received  $203  in  livestock  returns  compared  with  $154  for  the  low-income 
group. 

3y  f '.r  the  most  important  kind  of  livestock  in  ITortheastern  Illinois  was 
dairy  cattle,  total  ;^ross  s'-.les  of  d?.iry  products  amounting  to  $2,045  a  farm  on  all 
accounting  fanris,  $2,439  on  the  most  profitable  f^.rms  and  $2,077  on  the  least  profit- 
able farms  (Table  2).   Tiihile  dairy  s''las  '.vere  larger,  by  $362,  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  best,  they  comprised  only  42.8  percent  of  the  total  gross  receipts  on  these 
farms  as  compared  with  66.6  percent  of  the  total  gross  receipts  on  the  other  grovqp 
of  f  a.rms , 

Othor  livestock  enterprises  were  relatively  more  profitable  than  dairy- 
ing in  1935,  t.io  advrjicc  in  price  of  other  livestock  being  more  pronounced  than 
dairy  products.  Income  from  cattle,  hogs  pjid  poultry  supplemented  the  income  from 
dairy  products  on  more  of  the  hi^h-income  farms  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   All 
of  the  18  farms  thcat  paid  the  least  './ere  dpiry  farms  as  contrasted  with  14  dairy  farms 
in  the  group  that  paid  the  most.  Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  were  slightly  lower  on 
the  foj-ms  that  paid  best,  due  principally  to  the  a.bnorma.1  price  position  of  the 
dairy  enterprise  as  compared  with  other  farm  enterprises  in  1935. 

'Yhile  both  the  amount  of  livestock  Cund  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  situation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.   These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  undue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  fajrmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose  in- 
comes are  lajgely  limited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  gin  ex- 
pense of  $7.33  per  acre  for  labor  and  $5.09  for  pov/er  aud  np,chinery,  or  a  total  of 
$12.42  for  taese  tv/o  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  v/as  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  eiqpense 
of  $9.62  for  labor  and  $d.86  for  power  and  r.iachinery,  or  a  total  of  $15,48. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  per- 
cent interest  on  the  total  farm  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had 
$2361  left  for  their  labor  and  :nanagement,  while  the  least  successful  operators 
lacked  $470  of  getting  eno'jgh  income  to  pay  all  expenses,  including  interest  on 
capital  invested,  and  had  nothing  left  for  their  labor  and  ..lana^ement . 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  period 

A  con^jarison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Boone,  DuPage,  UcHenry  and  Lake  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  be- 
cause of  the  changes  in  price  level,   yields  of  corn,  and  oats  were  much  better  in 
1935  than  in  1934,  yet  the  income  from  crops  was  only  $346  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 
Livestock  income,  on  the  other  hand,  was  $736  more  than  it  v/as  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $10.05  to  $16.49, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $14.25  to  $22.00,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Boone,  DuPage,  WcHenry,  sjid  Lake  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19311/ 


1932^/ 


1933^/ 


1934£/ 


Items 

Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  • 

Gross  income  per  a.cre  -  -  -  -  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  ■ 

Net  income  per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  ■ 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle-  ----------- 

Hogs- ■ 

Poultry  ---------- 

&ross  income  per  farm  -  -  -  -  • 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------ 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  . 
Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle-  ----------- 

Dairy  sales  -------- 

Hogs-  ------------ 

Poultry  ---------- 

Cash  balance  --------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


1935 


30 
203 

$  15.15 
15.49 
-1.33 

$  87. 

161. 


$4000. 

2611. 

605. 

138. 

$3078. 


$-681. 

28. 

3050. 

-153. 

2022. 

667. 

295. 

$2170. 

44. 
32. 


37 
193 

$  14.25 
15.35 
-1.10 

$  77. 
143. 


$3209. 

2258. 

251. 

125. 

$2755. 


$-135, 

50. 

2705. 

9. 

2042, 

329. 

236, 

$1795. 

43, 
44. 


37 
208 

$  14.68 

10.17 

4.51 

$  72. 
129. 


$2609. 

1672. 

305. 

101. 

$3051. 


$  604. 

35. 

2412. 

290. 

1225. 

570. 

222. 

$1520. 

45. 

25. 


54 
211 

$  16.39 

10.05 
6.34 

$  72. 
129. 


$2632. 

1797. 

273. 

94. 

$3459. 


$-155. 

72. 
3387. 

551. 
1725. 

695. 

220. 

$1613. 

28. 
15. 


53 
199 

$  22.00 

12.24 

9.76 

$  92. 
152. 


$2805. 

1892. 

184. 

105. 

$4370. 


$  191. 

56. 

4123. 

912. 

2045. 

727, 

275. 

$1423. 

54. 
41. 


1/   Record  from  Boone  County  for  1931. 

2/  Records  from  Boone  and  'ffinnebago  Cdonties  for  1932  and  1933. 

3/  Records  from  Boone,  Winnebago  and  McHenry  Counties  for  1934. 
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Variation  in  Croo  Yields  in  Dii"fererit  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  i^rom  one  part  of  the 
state  to  anothei-,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  systen  practised, 
and  upon  the  aTiount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age ,  fro s t  dajnar^e ,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  atove  ths  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average;  in  other  counties  (rig'ore  1).  The  193.5  convbined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  averag<i,  while  v/heat  and  oats  yields  v/ere  b>jlow  average. 

yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  were 
much  belov;  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belov/  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hr.nd  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b-^girming  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  th_ings  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  fai-mers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-19^9  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -oroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  ra,pidly  d-u'ing  1935.   For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  £;rain  prices  for 
Januciry  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  190S-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem.- 
ber  to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  i-rom  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  b\ishel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Janaary  1935  but  were,  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3cef  cattle  advanced  from  $5.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lajnbs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hunii-ed.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  v;ool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  stime  year. 
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Fig.  1. — Crop  yields  for  1935,  compared  with  10-year  average  yields 

(1924-1933)  for  the  same  county.   The  indices  are  based  on 

county  yields  of  corn,  oats,  wheat,  soybeans  and  tame  hay. 

(Preliminary  estimate  Illinois  Crop  and  Live  Stock  Statistics) 
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rig.  2. — Price  indices  which  represent  the  average  monthly  farm  prices 

in  Illinois  for  corn,  nogs,  beef  cattle  and  butterfat  1934-1935. 
(1921-1929=100) 

Importance  of  Seasonal  Price  Changes 

prices  have  a  decided  influence  upon  farm  incomes  but  the  individual 
farmer  often  feels  that  there  is  nothing  he  can  do  about  it.  While  it  is  true  that 
the  individual  farmer  can  have  no  influence  on  the  general  price  level  or  on  the 
price  of  any  p^jrticular  product,  it  is  also  true  that  farmers  v:orking  together 
thru  organization  may  adjust  their  production  to  influence  the  price  of  farm 
products  or  may  influence  national  tariff  policies,  v/hich  rill  in  t-orn  affect  the 
demand  for  and  price  of  farm  oroducts  that  are  exported. 


There  are  also  waj's  in  T7hich  the  individ^jial  farmer  may  raise  his  farm 
income  by  taking  advantage  of  price  changes.  Farm  records  indicate  that  over 
a  period  of  years  some  farmers  have  a  price  advantage  over  other  farmers  because 
they  produce  and  Liarket  a  superior  quality  of  product.   This  difference  may  be 
due  to  the  variety  and  quality  of  seed  used,  the  quality  of  breeding  stock  kept, 
to  the  control  of  insects  and  diseases,  or  to  the  method  of  storage.   Taken  all 
together,  these  items  have  an  important  influence  on  farm,  earnings. 

5^/en  of  more  importance,  however,  from  the  standpoint  of  farm  earnings 
are  the  seasonal  price  changes.  The  tendency  for  prices  to  be  higher  in  certain 
months  and  lov/er  in  others  is  called  seasonal  variation.  The  seasonal  pattern 
is  not  the  same  for  any  two  farm  products,  therefore  it  is  important  to  know  the 
normal  seasorial  movement  of  each  important  product  sold.  It  is  also  important 
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to  know  that  in  any  particular  year  the  sea.sonal  movement  ruay  'be   diiferent  from 
normal.   This  was  true  for  the  marketing  of  hogs  in  1935  and  Tiill   he  true  again 
in  1936.   A  larger  than  normal  percentage  of  the  1935  hog  crop  vyas  marketed  in 
the  first  half  of  1935,  and  a  smaller  than  normal  percentage  of  the  years'  s'jpply 
will  te  marketed  in  the  first  half  of  1933,  The  advantage  of  marketi-ng  spring 
pigs  early  will  therefore  be  greater  tar<ii   normal  in  1936,  Farm  account  records 
indicate  that  it  is  us'oally  more  profitaDle  to  m:-.rk3t  spring  pigs  in  Aug-ast  and 
September  than  later  in  the  year.   The  v.ornal  seasona,!  changes  in  the  price  of 
some  important  farm  prod-jcts  are  indicated  on  pages  14  end  15. 

Wheat .   The  average  monthly  farm  price  of  wheat  varied  d-'oring  the 
period  1921-29  from  a  high  of  $1.34  a  bushel  in  February  to  a  low  of  $1,1S  in 
August  and  September.  (Fig.  3)  This  spread  of  15  cents  a  bushel  was  caused, 
in  part  at  least,  by  the  cost  of  storage  and  ins^orance  and  by  loss  due  to  rats, 
weevils,  etc.  For  this  period  there  was  only  a  one-cent  advantage  gained  by 
selling  in  IJovember  rather  than  July. 

Corn.  For  the  period  1921-1929  the  average  price  of  corn  was  83  cents 
a  b-iashel  in  August  and  67  cents  in  IJovember.   Since  these  aata  are  based  on 
prices  actually  received  by  farmers,  it  is  apparent  that  a  part  of  this  spread 
is  due  to  a  difference  in  grade.   The  rapid  rise  in  price  comes  after  April, 
when  the  corn  loses  moisture  q;j,ite  rapidly.   In  years  when  new  crop  prospects 
are  good,  the  summer  rise  is  less  prono^anced  than  in  years  when  crop  prospects 
are  poor.  The  price  of  corn  in  the  summer  of  1935  will  be  influenced  very 
materially  by  the  acreage  of  corn  planted  this  spring. 

The  Illinois  farm  price  of  corn  in  February,  1935,  was  about  50  cents 
a  bushel  foilov/ing  the  harvest  of  93  million  acres  of  corn  in  the  United  States, 
In  1932  and  1933  there  was  hiaxvested  an  average  of  106  laillion  acres  of  corn. 
If  the  1935  corn  acreage  increases  too  rapidly  in  comparison  with  the  amo'unt  of 
livestock  to  be  fed,  and  growing  conditions  are  good,  prices  are  likely  to  slump 
dijring  the  sucraer  or  fall  of  1955. 

Butterf  at .  Butterfat  prices  averaged  35  cents  a  pcund  in  Jiane  and  44 
cents  a  po-ond  in  December  for  the  period  1921-29,   This  gives  a  price  advantaige 
to  those  producers  who  are  prepared  to  feed  for  production  during  the  winter 
months.   S'ljpplies  of  cream  increase  when  the  cows  are  turned  out  on  grass  in  the 
spring. 

Eggs .  Eggs  have  the  widest  range  in  seasonal  price  of  the  principal 
Illinois  farm  products ,  Sggs  sold,  on  the  average,  for  22  cents  in  April  and 
47  cents  in  December,   The  smart  poultryman  has  his  flock  comfortably  housed 
and  well  fed  so  that  egg  production  starts  at  least  by  October  and  continues 
heavy  d^jxing  the  winter  months.   No  class  of  livestock  pays  a  higher  reward  for 
good  care  than  poultry. 

Hogs,  Fall  pigs  should  be  sold  in  March  or  A;ril  and  spring  pigs 
should  be  sold  in  August  or  September  in  order  to  take  adva.ntage  of  the  best 
seasonal  price.   Some  farmers  believe  that  it  is  cheaper  to  feed  the  spring 
pigs  on  new  corn,  but  farm  account  records  indicate  that  the  most  profitable 
farm's  are  "those  on  which  the  hogs  are  farrowed  early,  are  fiill  fed  on  a  bal- 
anced ration,  and  are  marketed  to  take  advantage  of  the  peak  in  seasonal  prices. 
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Jan.   Fej.  V.as ,      Apr.   May   June  July  Aug.   Sept.  Oct.  Nov.   Dec. 


Fig.  3. — The  monthly  average  farm  price  of  \7heat,corn,  butterfat, 
and  eggs,  19^1-1929. 
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Fig.  4. — T;y'pical  Monthly  Prices 

Seasonal  index  calculated  on  Chicago  prices  for  the  years 
1921-1925  and  adjusted  to  the  1931-1929  price  level. 
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Feeder  cattle.  FGedor  cattle  ars  normally  highest  in  price  dioring 
the  spring  months,  and  lowest  in  price  during  the  fall  months  v/hen  large  r-ons 
of  grass  cattle  are  coirdng  from  the  ranges.  Seasonal  prices  for  feeder  cattle 
may  deviate  widely  from  normal,  especially  in  years  v.hen  drouth  conditions  pre- 
vail.  Good  to  choice  feeders  normally  cost  about  2  cents  a  pound  rriore  than 
common  to  medium  cattle,  but  this  ratio  may  vary  from  year  to  year,  th^us  giving 
a  farmer  a  chance  to  use  considerable  judgment  in  the  kind  of  cattle  he  b^:iy3  at 
a  particular  time.  The  drop  in  price  from  I>!ay-to  October  is  normally  about  a 
cent  a  po'and  for  both  high  and  low-quality  feeders. 

Finished  cattle.  Each  grade  of  fat  cattle  has  its  own  seasonal  move- 
ment. The  prices  of  good  and  choice  cattle  are  normally  lowest  in  May  and 
highest  in  September,  while  the  price  of  common  cattle  is  normally  highest  in 
April  or  May  and  lowest  in  October  or  November.  The  spread  between  the  dif- 
ferent grades  is  therefore  narrow  d'oring  the  spring  months  and  wide  dioring  the 
fall  months . 

The  seasonal  rise  for  good  cattle  from  May  to  October  is  on  the  aver- 
age about  $.70  a  hundred  and  is  much  less  than  the  normal  rise  for  choice  cattle 
for  the  same  period.  The  rise  in  price  of  "common  cattle"  from  IToveraber  to  lilay 
is  on  the  average  about  $1.50  a  hundred. 

In  purchasing  feeder  cattle  it  is  very  important  to  plan  the  whole 
feeding  program  before  making  a  p-orchase.  First  of  all  the  feeders  should  be 
selected  on  the  basis  of  the  feeds  available.   If  cattle  are  purchased  primarily 
to  dispose  of  unsalable  ro'oghage  or  soft  corn,  a  different  class  of  feeders  may 
be  desired  than  if  marketable  grains  are  to  make  up  a  large  percentage  of  the 
cost  of  the  feed. 

The  approximate  date  of  marketing  must  be  determined  before  the  feeders 
are  piorchased  if  one  wishes  to  take  advantage  of  the  variation  in  seasonal  price 
movements  of  the  various  grades  of  finished  cattle. 


Ai^irUAI  FAHIA  BUSIlIslSS  HEPORT  OIT  FIFTY-KIKE 
FAEl/IS  IK  JO  DAVIESS,  WIKKEBASO  8c   STEPiEKSOK  COUKTIES,  ILLIKOIS  ,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cininingham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  eai'ninp:5  in  Jo  Daviess,  T7innel3ago  and  Stephenson 
counties  continued  upward  in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the 
highest  level  in  the  past  five  yeajrs.  Records  from  59  farms  show  for  1935  an 
average  net  income  per  farm  of  $1994  as  compared  with  $1253  for  1934,  $447  for 
1933,  and  a  loss  of  $835  for  1932. 

On  s  cash  hasis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $260  higher  per 
farm  in  1935  than  in  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  i nc ome  was  $4140  in  1935,  the 
average  cash  Dusiness  expenditure  was  $2277  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of 
$1863.  In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1503  per  farm.  Inventory  changes  and  un- 
paid operator  and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  -under  the 
accounting  basis  but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent 
discrepancy  between  the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increa.se  was  $885  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  Y^ith 
an  increase  of  $449  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  erj-nings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  ttian  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  a,re  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934,  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1955,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  v;ith  an  index  of  64 
for  the  year  1954  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933,  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  nationally  knovm  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  5.5 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compred  with  4.4  percent  in  1934, 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor, 
his  capital  or  his  managerial  ability.  It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  v/ell-being  of  f'-rmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  betv/een  capital  and  management, 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  ?/ith  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port. For  a  groijp  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  fiirnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  v/holesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  H.  R.  Brunnemeyer,  C.  H.  Keltner  and  V.  S.  Banter,  farm  advisers  in 
JoDaviess,  Wimiebago,and  Stephenson  counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collect- 
ing the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Tatle  1. — Cash  Income,  C'-sh  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
59  Accounting  Jarras  in  Jo  Daviesr, ,  '.Yinnebago,  & 
Stephenson  Counties,  1935  and  19341/ 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver . 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  ex-pense  per  fr.rm   Cash  income  nor  farm 


Horses $      $38  $29     $ 

Cattle  ---------- 

Hogs  ----------- 

Sheep-  ---------- 

Poultry  and  eggs  ----- 

Dairy  sales  ------- 

Feed  and  gTains-   ----- 

Machinery-  -------- 

Improvements  ------- 

Lahor-  ---------- 

Miscellaneous-  ------ 

Livestock  exoense-  -  _  -  _ 
Crop  expense  ------- 

Taxes-  ---------- 


$  38 

$  29 

429 

119 

58 

35 

27 

38 

21 

21 

572 

228 

558 

239 

165 

96 

195 

106 

33 

29 

37 

39 

157 

97 

177 

146 

$2277 

$1220 

$  25 

$  13 

939 

531 

1375 

810 

135 

53 

253 

225 

948 

838 

294 

193 

84 

45 

2 

— 

69 

107 

16 

7 

Total $  $2277     $1220  $  $4140     $2823 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock $             $817  $233 

peed  and  grains-   -----------------                          15  352 

Machinery ____ __ 109  -73 

Improvements   -------------------     -57  -73 

Total   inventory  change   -------_-_---$              $   685  $   449 


S''jmmary 

Total  cash  income-  --------------  --$      $4140  $2823 

Total  cash  expense -_-_ ____  2277  1220 

Cash  balance $      $1863  $1503 

Total  inventor-;  change ---_-____-_ 885  449 

Receipts  less  expenses  ------_-------$      $2748  $2052 

ij   Records  from  Jo  Daviess  and  Stephenson  Co\inties  only  for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  v/ere  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten^year  period|  1924- 
1933,  There  was  a  wide  variation,  however^  in  different  areas  in  the  itiate 
(See  Fig.  1).  '         ■  * 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.  In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  poxinds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16,2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Jo  Daviess,  Winnebago,  and  Stephensqn  county 
farms  in  1935  tlian  in  1934  (Table  1),  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Administration  receipts,  averaged  $1375  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $310  a 
farm  in  1934,  Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  dairy  products,  and  gyain  were 
also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934.  Total  cash  sales  were  $1317  a  farm  larger  in 
1935  thaii  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $1057  higher  a  farm  in  1935  ■^han  in  1934, 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $239  a  fgjrm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $558  in  1935-  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  woyn  out.  Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  vrare  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  inpludes;  feeds, 
improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  purchases,  and  labor.  ' 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934,  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  liand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  dui-ing  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  thin  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  only  $16  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  tlie  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big 
expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brou^t  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $109 
per  farm,  as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $73  per  farm  in  1934,   In  either  of  the 
last  two  years  there  was  not  enough  money  spent  on  improveraehts  to  maintain 
inventory  valuations. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  a,re  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  gro'ops  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.  In  the  mainj  the  variations  ai'e  due  to 
factors  which  the  individioal  farmer  can  control,  Hov/ever,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms,  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-f  or  low- 
income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  prodiicts  that  happen  to  be 
abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen 
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Tatle   2, — Inve3traents ,   Receipts,   Expenses   and  Earnings   on 
59  Jo  Daviess,   Winnebago,    and     Stephenson  Coionty  Farms    in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   IITVESTIEI'jT'S 

Land   -------------- 

Farm  improvements-  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  ------------- 

Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  --_-__----- 

Machinery  and  et^aipment-  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS   A3TD  lET   niCREASES 

Livestock  total-  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments )- 
Sheap-  ------------ 

Poultry-  ----------- 

Egg  sales-  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)-  ---------- 

Labor  off  farm-  ----_---• 

Kiscellneous  receipts  -  -  _  _  - 
Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPEITSES  AlTD  IJET  DECR.EASES 

Farm  improvements-  ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  equipment-  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  ex^^ense-  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor-  ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXFEITSES 

Total  unpaid  labor  -------- 

Operator's  l;?_bor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Uet   income   from  investment   and 
man',genent   --------     --- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IUVESTI/3:iTT ■ 

Retui^n   to   capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  _-----. 

5^  of  capital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  Am  !,IANAGE?ENT   WAGE 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 
59  farms 


20  most 

profitable 

farms 


20  least 
profitable 
farms 


$  13  908 

5  425 

2  326 

571 

1  572 

385 

114 

85 

1  395 

1  569 

$  24  623 


$  13  931 

5  726 

2  574 

387 

1  544 

467 

83 

93 

1  603 

1  666 

$  25  500 


$  15  235 
5  791 
2  625 


$  27  819 


$  5  919 


$ 


$ 


$   5  121 


13 

29 

973 

1  368 

1  515 

2  157 

113 

129 

95 

132 

152 

173 

948 

1  133 



89 

59 

53 

15 

5 

4  004 


$   5  278 


220 


355 

62 

37 

157 

195 

177 

33 


237 


435 

42 
238 

225 
198 

30 


$   1  255 


$   1  405 


748 


754 
535 


1  994 

S.lOfo 

2  530 
1  231 
1  299 


$  3  872 

711 
532 
179 

3  151 
13. 


$  3  693 

1  275 

£?  2  418 


$  3  477 


$   1  838 
1  :i91 
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in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  "beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  Jln  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind 
to  mclke  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors 
causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular 
year.   Some  farms  that  are  v>-ell  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good 
earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High 
crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of 
labor. 

On  the  59  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference  of  $1359 
per  fa.rm  betv/cen  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  ?/hich  v/as  the 
most  nrofitable  and  that  third  which  was  the  least  profitable  in  1935.  The  average 
net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $5151  and  $1302  respectively  (Table  2),  Of 
this  difference,  $1424  was  in  inventory,  $327  was  in  cash,  and  $108  was  in  unpaid 
operator's  and  family  labor.  Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2075  for  one  group 
and  by  $1748  for  the  other  (Table  3),  The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these 
figures,  was  the  ajnoiint  tha,t  was  left  to  pa-y  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to 
pay  living  expenses,  Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available 
to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and 
other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  stand'trd  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  v.ith  High  and  Lov/  Earniiigs 

In  size,  there  was  an  a.verag«  difference  of  25  acres  between  that  third 
of  the  farms  that  was  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  v/as  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  per  farm  averaging  215  and  241  respectively.  A  larger  percentage  of  the 
land  on  the  more  profitable  farms  wa.s  tillable,  and  the  vr.luation  per  acre  was  $2 
more  th:',n  on  the  least  profita-ble  fa.rms.  The  investment  in  improvements  an  acre 
was  less  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most  tlia,n  on  the  farms  that  pa.id  the  least. 

In  most  farm  ma-nagement  studios,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  tiian  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  foijnd  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
accounting  farms  in  1935,  the  figxires  for  receipts  ?.nd  net  increases  being  $5278 
and  $3477  and  for  expenses  and  nst  decreases  being  $1405  and  $1355  respectively 
(Table  2). 

One  important  fact  accomiting  for  the  difference  between  these  groups 
was  the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $1797  a  farm  on  the  high-income 
farms  dijring  the  year,  and  only  $373  on  the  low-income  group. 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  viras  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year  and 
the  greatest  loss  was  taken  by  the  farms  v/ith  the  larger  j^rain  inventory.   The 
more  profitable  group,  having  a  slightl;^  larger  inventory  of  feed  and  grain,  more 
than  offset  this  loss  by  feeding  a  much  larger  amount  of  feed  and  grain  bo  live- 
stock at  favora.ble  prices. 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture,  legumes  and  non-legumes 
considered,  was  significantly  high  on  both  groups  of  farms,  indicatiag  a  tendency 
on  the  part  o.r  the  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their  crOTD'oing  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions.   In  the  groixp  of  cultivated  crops  there  v;as  more 
corn  and  oats  and  less  other  cultivated  crops  on  tne  farms  that  paid  the  most. 
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Tatle  5. — Factors  Helpirig  to  Analyze  the  Par/n  Business  on 
59  Jo  Daviess,  Winnebago,  and  Stephenson  County  F.rm3  in  1935 


Items 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 
59  farms 


20  most 

profitable 

farms 


20  least 

profitable 

farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Uet  receipts  per  acre  - 


Va.lue  of  land  per  acre-  ----- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre-  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 


210.3 
72.5 

19.04 
9.55 
9.43 

55. 
25.80 
117. 


214.5 
82.9 

24.59 

9.85 

14.73 

65. 
25.68 
119. 


240.9 
54.0 

14.43 
9.03 
5.40 

63. 
28.19 

115. 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 
Corn-  ----------- 

Oats-  ----------- 

\'?Tieat  ----------- 

Soybeans  for  grain-  -  -  -  - 

Other  cultivated  crops-  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  pasture-  -  - 
Non-legume  hay  and  pasture- 


22.0 
21.1 
1.1 
.6 
12.3 
24.1 
18,8 


23.0 
22.3 
1.0 
.8 
10.9 
23.3 
18.7 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre- 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre- 
Wheat,  bu.  per  acre 


50.0 
34.7 
15.3 


53.6 
35.9 
17.8 


21.8 
19.5 

1.7 
.7 

12.7 
24.5 
19.1 


47.2 

32.0 
14.2 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed- 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattlel  

Poultry  ------------- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter-  ------ 

Income  per  litter  farrowed-  -  -  -  - 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  -  -  -  -  - 

Investment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.S.  per  A. 


$  2056. 
190. 

120. 
252. 
5.0 
$   145. 
72. 
11.17 
18.57 


$  2637. 
193. 

128. 
280. 
5.1 
$   147. 
85. 
13.08 
23.73 


$  1973. 
170. 

95. 
240. 
6.1 

$   149. 
31. 
10.34 
13.89 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acrt 


$ 


Number  of  work  horses  -  -  -  - 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  - 


23. 
7.59 
3.05 
4.86 

4.5 

230. 


17. 
5.52 
3.15 
4.79 

4.5 
255. 


$   28. 

7.34 
2,81 
4.61 

4.5 
$  238. 


Improvement  cost  per  acre 
Taxes  per  acre-  -  -  -  -  - 


1.05 
.84 


1.10 
.92 


$ 


1.13 
.81 


Cash  balance-  ----------- 

Increase  in  inventory  ------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------ 


$ 


$  1853. 
335. 
8.10 
$  4004. 


$  2075. 
1797. 
12.40 
$  5278. 


$  1748. 
373. 
4.58 
$  3477. 
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Cliart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 
Jo  Daviess,  Winnetago,  and  Stephenson  Counties  1935 
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The  mjinbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for 
the  59  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  najned  at  the  top  of  the  page. 
By  drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of 
your  farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  yoiar  efficiency  with  that  of  other 
farmers  in  your  locality. 


Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Crop 
yields 

Hogs:   Income 

per  litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales 
per  dairy  cot/ 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100  of 
feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

CD 
O 

a 

a 

rH 

a 

CO 

a 
o 

Gross 
recei-Dts 

ci 

Cm 

■H 

CO 
CD 

O 

• 

u 
o 
o 

• 

r/i 
-p 

cti 
O 

O 

-q 

1 

Cfl  CD 

U    -H 

CD  ^ 
f-     O 

o  d 
Ph  S 

CD 
U 

c 

ci 

u 

a 
Ph 

e 

u 

a 

u 

a 

Ph 

15.5 

70 

50 

195 

122 

412 

290 

2.59 

1.35 

13 

2385 

3363 

29 

7004 

335 

14.0 

56 

47 

185 

112 

382 

270 

3.59 

2.06 

15 

2085 

3063 

27 

6404 

310 

12.5 

52 

44 

175 

102 

352 

250 

4.59 

2.76 

17 

1785 

2753 

25 

5804 

285 

11.0 

58 

41 

165 

92 

322 

230 

5.59 

3.46 

19 

1485 

2463 

23 

5204 

260 

9.5 

54 

38 

155 

82 

292 

210 

5.59 

4.15 

21 

11S5 

2163 

21 

4604 

235 

8.10 

50 

34.7 

145 

72 

262 

190 

7.59 

4.86 

23 

885 

1863 

L9.04 

4004 

210 

5.5 

46 

32 

135 

62 

232 

170 

8.59 

5.55 

25 

585 

1563 

17 

3404 

185 

5.0 

42 

29 

125 

52 

202 

150 

9.59 

6.25 

27 

.55 

1263 

15 

2804 

160 

3.5 

38 

26 

115 

42 

172 

130 

10.59 

6.96 

29 

-15 

953 

13 

2204 

135 

2.0 

34 

23 

105 

32 

142  !llO 

11.59 

7.66 

31 

-315 

663 

11 

1604 

110 

0.5 

30 

20 

S5 

22 

1 ^ — ] 

112  90 

12.59 

8.36 

33 

-515 

363 

9 

1004 

85 

2h 
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Oreater  crop  yields  per  acre  ajno^inting  to  6.4  bushels  of  corn,  and  4,9 
"bushels  of  oats  gave  the  mo^t  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  least 
profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm  rnar^.^einent  studies, 
and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net  earnings  by  the 
adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amo^jiit  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  v/hich  it  was  handled  were 
the  two  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  between 
the  two  groups  of  farms,  Tlie  20  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average  investment  of 
$2808  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $2490  on  the  least  profitable  group. 
This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $13.08  and  $10.34  respectively,  from      , 
which  the  receipts  were  $23.73  and  $13,89  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.  The  high 
income  group  fed  vaore  feed  per  farm  than  did  the  other  group,  and  for  each  $100 
worth  of  feed  fed  received  $193  in  livestock  returns  compared  with  $170  for  the 
other  group.  The  important  kinds  of  livestock  \vere  cattle  and  hogs.  Sales  of  dairy 
products  per  cov;  averaged  $85  for  the  high-income  groiigj,  and  $61  for  the  low- 
income  group, 

tJhile  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  thj  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  fa.vorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  th/it  the  price  sitioation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.  Those  results  should  not  bo  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  undue  ox'oansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  iraportant  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advant3,ge  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose  incomes 
are  largely  liiaited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  fa,rms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $5,52  per  acre  for  labor  and  $4.79  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $11,31 
for  these  two  inrportaiit  items  of  expense.  Tlie  lower  income  on  the  other  group  of 
farms  was  accorapanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of  $7,84 
for  labor  and  $4,51  for  pov/er  and  machinery, or  a  total  of  $12,45. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $2418  left  for  their 
labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  had  $447. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
OTo  Daviess,  Winnetago,  and  Stephenson  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting 
"becaxise  of  the  clianges  in  price  level,  yields  of  corn  ajid  oats  were  much  better 
in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet  the  income  from  crops  was  $389  less  than  it  was  in  1934, 
Livestock  income,  on  the  other  hand,  was  $1456  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.94  to  $13,40, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $6,22  to  $19,04  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Tabla  4, — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Jo  Daviess,  Winnebago,  &  Stephenson  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19311/ 


19321/ 


1933  2/ 


19342/ 


Items 

Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres-  -  - 

Gross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Net  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre-  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle-  ------------ 

Hogs-  ---  ________ 

poultry  _-_-_--__--- 

Gross  income  per  farm  -_-_-- 

Income  per  farm  from; 

Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  _  - 
Total  livestock  _--_►--_ 
Cattle-  -_-_------_- 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Hogs-  ------------- 

Poultry  --  ________ 

Cash  balance-  ---------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.-  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu,-  -  - 


1935 


30 
217 

$  9.85 
13.40 
-3.55 

$  84. 
142. 


$3700, 

2243. 

702, 

140, 

$2141. 


$-779, 

89. 

2052. 

81. 

899. 

797. 

256. 

$1736, 

40 
40 


$ 


30 
223 

6,22 
9.97 
-3.75 


$  67. 
113. 


$2611, 

1678. 

332. 

126. 

$1385. 


$-355. 
112. 
1274, 
70. 
523. 
483, 
193. 

$  956, 

48 
44 


36 
216 

$  10,00 
7.94 
2.06 

$  72. 
120. 


$2269. 
1463. 

303. 
85. 

$2164. 


$  213. 
65. 
1886. 
387. 
677. 
625. 
134. 

$1182. 

40 
20 


43 
192 

$  15.13 
8.60 
6.53 

$  69. 
119. 


$2001. 

1317. 

221. 

90. 

$2904. 


$  327. 
114. 
2463. 
485. 
838. 
860. 
212. 

$1603. 

40 
13 


59 
210 

$  19.04 
9.56 

9.48 

$  66. 
117. 


$2326. 

1372. 

383. 

86. 

$4004. 


$  -62. 

85. 

3919. 

973. 

948. 

1515. 

257. 

$1853. 

50 
35 


1/  Records  from  Jo  Daviees  County  only   for  1931  and  1932. 

2/  Records  from  Jo  Daviess  and  Stephenson  Counties  only  for  1933  and  1934. 
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Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  ctov   yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
sLge,  frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.  Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  below  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis   f  ^^/^^^ 
much  belo-v  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  ?or  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bough?  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  b4  m 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  during  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  gram  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Januai-y.  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-19^9  base;. 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  fe^d  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan^iary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.^o 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


ANNUAL  FARI!  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  FORTY-FOUR 
FARMS  IN  WHITESIDE,  OGLE,  &  LEE  COUNTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P,  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  S.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Viliiteside,  Ogle,  and  Lee  counties  contin- 
ued upward  in  1935  and  net  farm  incoTnes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in 
the  past  five  years.  Records  from  44  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income 
per  farm  of  $2243  as  compared  with  $2089  for  1934,  $1410  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of 
$588  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  "basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $232  higher  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5498  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditiire  v/as  $3210  par  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2288. 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2056  per  farm.   Inventory  Cxianges  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  -under  the  accounting  basis, 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  betv/een 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $559  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
an  increase  of  $692  per  farm  in  1934. 

Fari/i  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  th  ,t  the  average  earnings  of  all 
f?.rms  in  an  area,  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  v/ere  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  8.5 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  f&xraer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist,  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is,  therefore,  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic v/ell-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accovints  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel,  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau 
Farm  Man'igemeni,  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was 
$363  per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  v/hen  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale 
prices  for  farm  products. 


*  F.  H.  Shuman,  D.  3.  Warren  and  C.  E.  Yale,  farm  advisers  in  IThiteside, 
Ogle,  a.nd  Lee  cou^ities,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on 
which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table   1. — Cash   Income,    Cash  Expense   and   Inventory  Changes   on 
4-4  Accotuiting  Farms   in  Whiteside,    Ogle  & 
Lee   Counties,    1935  and   1954 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses $  $88  $27 

Cattle 750  481 

Hogs 93  62 

Sheep 135  58 

Poultry  and  eggs  - 21  23 

Dairy  sales-   ------  

Feed  and  grains-  -  -  -  -  522  367 

Machinery 684    393 

Improvements  ------  215  295 

Labor 248  181 

Miscellaneous-  -----  30  27 

Livestock  expense-  -  -  -  42  32 

Crop  expense  ------  170  119 

Taxes __- 212  228 

Total $  $3210  $2293 


Cash 

income  p 

er  farm 

$ 

$  73 

$  44 

1753 

1527 

1413 

978 

291 

120 

239 

203 

633 

492 

829 

805 

170 

91 

4 

1 

85 

80 

8 

8 

$5498  $4349 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock-  -------------------$ 

Feed  and  grains-  ---------------- 

Machinery-  ------------------- 

Improvements  ------------------ 

Total  inventory  change  ---__-_-----$ 


$  757  $  286 

-266  382 

184  -40 

-16  64 


$  559  $  692 


Summary 

Total  cash  income  _--_-----_-_---$ 

Total  cash  expense  -----_--____--- 

Cash  halance  -------------__---$ 

Total  inventory  change  ------------- 

Receipts  less  expenses  ----_------_-$ 


$5498  $4349 
5210   2293 


$2288  $2056 
659    692 


$2947  $2748 
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Faxming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  tha,n  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  diaring  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  fejrms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
fa.rms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higlier  on  Whiteside,  Ogle,  and  Lee  county  farms  in  1935 
than  in  1934  (Table  1).  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Ad.mini  strati  on 
receipts,  averaged  $1413  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $978  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales 
of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in 
1934.   Total  cash  sales  were  $1149  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  previous 
year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $917  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $393  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $684  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditvires  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  includes:   feeds, 
crop  expense,  livestock  purchases,  and  labor.  Taxes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935 
than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  rusulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  tlian  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  $266  lower  at  the  end  of  the  yciX  than  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big 
expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $184 
per  farm,  as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $40  per  farm  in  1934. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Tnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  tjrpe  of  production  the.t  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  f'^.rmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  oroduction  does  not  always  result  in  the  s-'^jne  rel=:'.tive  profit  or  loss  on 
one  f?.rm  as  comp.ared  with  other  f.-.rms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  liappen  to  be  abnormally 
high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen  in  the  1935 
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Table  2. — Ivivectnents  ,  Receipts,  Expenses  , and  Earnings  on 
44  V.liiteside,  0,~le,  and  Lee  Coia.ity  F--.rins  in  1935 


Items 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 
44  farms 


15  most 
profitable 
farms 


15  least 
profitable 

farms 


CjfflTAL   IlJVSSriSxJgS 


Land  ----------- 

Farm  improvements  -  -  -  - 

Lives  toe 'C  total  _  -  -  -  - 

Horses------  --- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs __--- 

Slieep-  --------- 

Poultry  _--_-___ 

Machinery  and  equipment-  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  - 

Total  capital  investment 

RECEIPTS  AIID  LIST  II'CHZASES 


$ 


19  091 

5  052 

2  407 

414 

1  354 

444 

112 

83 

1  499 

2  054 


17  203 

4  985 

2  786 

350 

1  693 

452 

199 

92 

1  491 

2  113 


_  I 


Livestoc>  total- 


Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs  (includine,'  AAA  payments)-  - 
Sheep-  ------------- 

Poultry-  -_-----__--- 

Egg  sales ---_--_--_ 

Dairy  sales-  ---------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ------------ 

Labor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneoias  receipts  ------ 

Total  receiuts  cc   net  increases  - 


$  30  113 


$  28  583 


$   4  072 

34 

1  487 

1  550 

124 

83 

151 

653 

41 
85 

8 

$   4  206 


$  5  592 


23 
314 
903 
265 
123 
158 
80o 


114 
16 


$   5  722 


21  216 
4  715 
2  04-2 


EXPENSES  AlTD  ITST  DECREASES 


Farm  improvements-  -  - 
Horses  -------- 

Miscellaneous  livestoci 
decreases 


i.'Iachinery  p.nd  equipment-  ----- 

Feed,  grain  pjid  supplies  ----- 

Livestock  expense  -------- 

Crop  expense  ----------- 

Hired  labor  ---------_-| 

Tajces-  --------------j 

Miscellaneous  expenses  ------  | 

Total  expenses  L   net  decreases 


227 


530 

42 
170 
248 
212 

30 


245 


274 
516 

59 
168 
287 
200 

30 


$   1  259 


$   1  557 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPE1IS3S 


$  2  947   I  $  4  165 


Total  unpaid  labor  ------- 

Oparator's  labor  ------- 

Family  labor  --------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  -------   --- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  r.TESTISNT 

Return  to  capita.1  :  nd  ooorator's 
la.bor  and  mana-_,oment  ------ 

5)6  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  AND  MANA5ZI.EITT  V^'AGE 


r. 


704 
510 
194 

2  245 

7.45<. 

2  753 
1  505 
1  247 


714 

537 
177 

3  451 

12.07^ 

3  988 

1  429 

$  2  559 
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records .  producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs, and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable 
year  than  most  other  specialized  groiips.  An  efficient  farmer  v/ho  has  his  business 
well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic 
changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or 
low  returns  for  a  particular  ty^e   of  production  in  a  particular  year.  Some  farms 
that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because 
they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and 
efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  results  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Whiteside,  Ogle,  and  Lee  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there 
was  a  difference  of  $2385  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third 
of  the  fajrms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  tliird  which  were  the  least 
profitable  in  1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3451  and 
$1066  respectively  (Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1099  was  in  inventory,  $1319 
was  in  cash,  axid  $33  was  in  unpaid  operator's  and  fsunily  labor,  there  being  more 
family  labor  on  the  most  profitable  farms.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2996 
for  one  group  ajid  by  $1677  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  repre- 
sented by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed 
capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money 
was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  F?J:'ms  with  High  and  Low  Eexnings 

The  most  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  this  st\idy  averaged  185 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  205  acres;  a  difference  of  19  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  2.4  percent 
higher  but  the  value  per  acre  was  $12  less  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   In^rove- 
ments  were  better  on  the  more  profitable  farms,  as  indicated  by  a  $3.72  greater 
inventory  valuation  per  acre  than  was  fcjuid  on  the  least  profitable  farms  (Table  3). 

In  most  faxm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increa.ses  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  tlie 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  fouiid  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Whiteside, 
Ogle,  and  Lee  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases 
being  $5722  and  $2964  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1557  and  $1217 
respectively  (Table  2). 

One  important  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  between  these  groups 
was  the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $1169  a  farm  on  the  high-income  farms 
during  the  year,  and  only  $70  on  the  low-income  group. 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year  and 
the  greatest  loss  v/as  taken  by  the  farms  with  the  larger  grain  inventory.   The  more 
profitable  group,  having  a  slightly  larger  inventory  of  feed  and  grain,  more  than 
offset  this  loss  by  feeding  a  much  larger  amoiint  of  feed  and  grain  to  livestock  at 
favorable  prices. 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  Jriay  and  pasture,  legumes  and  non-legumes 
considered,  was  particularly  high  on  ooth  groups  of  f^.rm.?, ,  tlie  total  percentages 
averaging  23.4  for  the  most  profitable  gro\ip   and  31.2  for  the  least  profitable 
group.   This  indicates  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust 
their  cropping  systems  to  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  FjiTin  Business  on 
44  Wliiteside,  O&le,  and  Lee  County  Farras  in  1935 


1 1  ems 
Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre-  ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre-  -  -  - 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn-  --------------- 

Oats-  --------------- 

Wheat  --------------- 

Soybeans  for  grain-  -------- 

Other  cultivated  crops-  ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture-  ------ 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture-  -  -  -  - 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre-  -------- 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre-  -------- 

Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

Soybeans,  bu,  per  acre-  ------ 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed-  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter-  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed-  -  -  -  _  _ 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  _ 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acr 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

Value  of  fe-3d  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  -  _ 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre-  ----------- 

Cash  balance-  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  errned  on  investment  -  percent  - 
Gross  receipts  per  f^rm  ------  - 


Your 
farm 


Average   of 
44  farms 


15  mos  t 

profitable 

farms 


15  least 

profitable 

farms 


301.6 
83.0 

20.86 

9.74 

11.12 

95. 
25.11 
149. 


186.3 
85.8 

30.71 
12.19 
18.52 

92. 
26.76 
153. 


204.5 
83.4 

$  14.49 
9.28 
5.21 

$  104. 
23.04 
154. 


31.9 

22.2 

2.1 

4.4 

9.0 

18.8 

11.6 


33.3 
21.1 
2.9 
4.7 
9.5 
20.4 
8.0 


31.2 

22.1 

1.8 

5.1 

8.5 

17.6 

13.6 


51.6 
42.5 
15.8 
14.1 


55.0 
44.5 
16.5 
17.3 


51.4 

41.4 
16.1 
10.2 


$2288. 
175. 

133. 
257. 
6.1 
$  155. 
74. 
11.54 
20.03 


$2889. 
193. 

152. 

265. 
6.2 
$  168. 
81. 
15.70 
29.89 


$1753. 
145. 

108. 

250. 

5.8 

$  130. 

56, 

8.48 
12.32 


22. 

6.49 
2.34 
3.66 

4.3 
220. 


17. 
7.06 
2.01 
3.34 

4.3 
204. 


29. 
5.94 
2.48 
3.59 

4.6 
214. 


1.13 
1.05 


1.50 
1.07 


1.13 
1.03 


$2288. 
659. 
7.45 
$4206. 


ip  i*/  y »/ o « 
1169. 
12.07 
$5722. 


$1677. 
70. 
3.39 
$2964. 
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Chaxt  for  Studying  the  Sfficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Bisiness, 
IThiteside,  Ogle,  ajid  Lee  Counties  1935 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
44  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  numher  measuririg  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  yo^jr  efficiency  viith   that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
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G-reatei'  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  3.6  bushels  of  corn,  3.1  bushels 
of  oats, and  7.1  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  alv/ays  apparent  in  farm 
manaigement  studies,  and  msiny  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net 
earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
the  tv/o  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  between  the 
two  groups  of  farms.   The  15  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average  investment  of 
$2925  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $1735  on  the  least  profitable  group.  This 
represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $15i70  and  $8.48  respectively,  from  which  the 
receipts  were  $29.89  and  $12.32  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.  The  high  income  group 
fed  more  feed  per  farm  thaii  did  the  other  group,  and  for  each  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 
received  $193  in  livestock  returns  compared  with  $145  for  the  other  group.   The  im- 
portant kinds  of  livestock  were  cattle  and  hogs.   In  the  higli  income  gro\:?)  there  were 
more  beef  and  dairy  cattle.   Sales  of  dairy  products  per  cow  averaged  $81  for  this 
group,  and  $65  for  the  low-income  group.   The  average  income  per  litter  of  hogs  was 
$168  and  $130  for  the  two  groups. 

While  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  f-rms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  situation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.   These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  undue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  ta,ke  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose  in- 
comes are  largely  limited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $7.06  per  acre  for  labor  and  $3.34  for  power  and  :,iachinery,  or  a  total  of  $10.40 
for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  group  of 
farms  was  accompanied  by  similar  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of  $5.94  for 
labor  and  $3.59  for  pov;er  and  niachinery,  or  a  total  of  $9.53. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  the  total  farm  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $2559  left 
for  their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $24  of 
getting  enough  income  to  pay  all  expenses,  including  interest  on  capital  invested, 
and  had  nothing  left  for  their  labor  and  management. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income,  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Whiteside,  Ogle,  and  Lee  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of 
the  changes  in  price  level.  Yields  of  corn  and  oats  were  much  "better  in  1935  than 
in  1834,  yet  the  income  from  crops  was  $779  less  than  it  was  in  1934.  Livestock 
income,  on  the  other  hand,  was  $1073  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $8.61  to  $12.41, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $7.85  to  $20.86  the  latter  figure  beint^  for 
1935. 

Tahle  4, — Comparison  of  S-'mings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Whiteside,  Ogle,  and  Lee  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19311/ 


19321/ 


19331/ 


Items 


1934 


1935 


Number  of  farms  ---------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres-  -  -  - 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre-  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  --------- 

Cattle-  ------------- 

Hogs-  -------------- 

Poultry  ------------- 

G-ross  income  per  farm  ------- 


37 
232 

$  9.13 
12.41 
-3.28 

$   98. 
172. 


$4118. 

2586. 

803. 

139. 

$2115. 


Income  per  farm  from; 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income- 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance- 


Avers-ge  yield  of  corn  in  bu.-  -  - 
Avere^ge  yield  of  oats  in  bu.-  -  - 


$-327. 
42. 
2073. 
554. 
520. 
757. 
207. 

$1563. 

49 
44 


35 
225 

$  7.35 
10.47 
-2.51 

$  98. 
152. 


$3010. 

1913. 

477 . 

102. 


$1771. 


$-232. 

25. 
1745. 
531. 
370. 
542. 
140. 

$1223. 

58 
49 


33 
225 

$  14.87 
8.51 
5.25 

$  98. 
145. 


$2471. 

1584. 

329. 

87. 

$3350 . 


$1315. 

25. 

2010. 

725. 

400. 

152. 
$1298. 

52 

35 


58 
205 

$   19.05 

8.87 

10.19 

$  98. 
149. 


$2237. 

1362. 

330, 

85. 

$3907. 


$  820. 

88. 

2999. 

1152. 

492. 

1043. 

187. 

$2055 . 

40 
10 


44 
202 

$  20.85 

9.74 

11.12 

$  95. 
149. 


$2407. 

1354. 

444. 

83. 

$4206. 


$  41. 

93. 

4072. 

1437. 

635. 

1550. 

234. 

$2288. 

52 
42 


\j   Records  from  Ogle  and  Lee  Countie:;  only  lor  19C'l,  1932,  ib  1933. 
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Variation  m  CroiD  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  aiiount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  v.ary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  th3  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  avera::^^  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
Oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  sama  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  biilow  average. 

Yields  v,'cre  much  ahove  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  grotjp  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  Eiver  in  the  v.-est-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  "by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  hushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b-„ginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  inort;  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  60  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  laroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  193;j. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'oring  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v;orth  85  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan^aary  1935  but  wero'  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


37 


AlHTOAL  FARI.l  BUSINESS  REPORT   ON  TKIRTY-FOUR 
PARl/IS   IN  DEKALB   COUNTY,    ILLINOIS,    1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  3.  Cunningham,  S.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  DeKalb  county   continued  upward  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  34  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  incoiae  per  farm  of  $2886  as 
compared  with  $1548  for  1934,  $1563  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $473  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $135  lower  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934,   The  average  cash  farm  i nc ome  was  $5885  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $4010  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1875.   In 
1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2010  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1721  par  fa,rm  in  1935,  as  contrasted 
with  an  increase  of  $330  pea:  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farm.s  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accoijnting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  ind-.istries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  ¥;as  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1935,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  nationally  icnov/n  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4,4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  ca^itaJist  and  a  manager,  but  at  tn^  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  ma,na.gement  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  vvhile 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  eJid  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  corapaxe  farm  incomes  with  mconies  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  -^.nd  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  v/hich  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  f-.irnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estira?.ted  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  ffirm  -oroducts. 


*  R.  N.  Rasmusen,  farm  adviser  in  DcKrlb  county,  cooperated  in  supervis- 
ing and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
34  Accounting  Farms  in  DoXalb  County,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Yo'or 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1955 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1954 

Cash  oxnense  -oor  farm  Cash  income  Tjer  farm 


Horses  -----------$ 

Cattle  ----------- 

Hogs 

Sheep  ----------- 

poultry  and  eggs  ------ 

Dairy  sales-  -------- 

Feed  and  grains     ------ 

Machinery-  --------- 

Improvements  -------- 

Labor-  ----------- 

Miscellaneous-  ------- 

Livestock  expense-  ----- 

Crop  expense  -------- 

Taxes-  ----------- 


$  45 

$  47 

1267 

702 

115 

48 

118 

86 

32 

25 

510 

577 

790 

550 

431 

124 

201 

157 

22 

23 

59 

57 

213 

172 

207 

255 

$   58 

$  58 

2211 

1541 

1228 

1173 

250 

260 

354 

301 

549 

710 

932 

555 

155 

113 

47 

110 

1 

1 

Total $      $4010  $2923   $      $5885  $4933 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock $      $1124  $  114 

Feed  and  grains  -----------------         131  317 

Machinery -------_--_-_------         258  71 

Improvements  ------------------- 208  -17? 


Total  inventory  change  -_-_  ----$      $1721  $  330 


Surarnary 

Total  cash  income-  --------------- -^             $5885  $4933 

Total  cash  expense  ----------------  4010  2923 

Cash  balance --$      $1875  $2010 

Total  inventory  change  --------------  1721  330 

Receipts  less  exi^enses  --------------$      $5595  $2340 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  v/ere  better  in  1955  than  in  1954  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  v/hich  took  place  dua'ing  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.5  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
those  farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  DeKalb  county  firms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts, 
averaged  $1228  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1173  a  fsrm   in  1934.   Sales  of 
cattle  and  grain  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  dairy  sales,  however,  were 
less  in  1935,  by  $51.  Total  cash  sales  were  $952  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during 
the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditui-es  averaged  $1085  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1954. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expendit-ores  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $550  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $790  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  v/ere  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  improvements, 
crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor.  Taxes  wev^   slightly  lower  in  1935 
than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  dijring  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1954, 
the  inventory  value  was  only  $151  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  be- 
ginning. The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1954. 
Big  expend! tiires  for  machinery  in  1955  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of 
$258  per  farm,  as  compared  with  an  increase  of  $71  per  farm  in  1954.   In  1935 
there  was  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  increase  their  value  by  $208  as 
compared  with  a  smaller  ajnount  of  money  spent  the  previous  year  which  resulted  in 
a  $172  decrease  per  farm,  .  . 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

■>Vhether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  theri  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  f  rms  or  groups  of  f-rms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  dur  to  fac- 
tors which  the  mdividiml  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms,  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low- 
income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be 
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Table  2. — Investmsnts  ,  Receipt  r,,  Expenses  and  Sarnings  on 
3'1  DeXalb  Comit:,'  Ft'.rrnr.  in  1934 


Iten^s 


CAPITAL  ILT3STI3NTS 


Land  ----------- 

Farm  irnprovements  _  -  -  - 
Livestock  total  -  -  -  -  - 

Horses  --------- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs 

Slieep  --------- 

Poiiltry  ____---- 

Machinery  and  equipment 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  - 
Total  caoital  investment 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 

5-1  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


$ 


19  193 

5  081 

2  394 

389 

1  273 

437 

178 

117 

1  384 

2  058 


$  30  110 


$  18  141 

4  988 

2  908 

360 

1  568 

589 

265 

126 

1  297 

1  786 


$  29  120 


11  least 
profitable 

farms 


$  16  152 
5  313 
1 


1 
1 


$  25  60C 


R3CEIPT3   A1;D  MZT   IITCREASES 


Livestock  total- 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (includin^^,  AAA  pa:j.iaents) 
Sheep  -__-------_. 

Poultry  --_--_----- 


Sgg  sales   -_-------_ 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grair.s  (including  AAA 
payments )----------- 

Labor  off  farm  _-_-_---- 

Hiscellaieous  receipts  -  -  _  _  _ 
Total  receipt;.;  i  net  increases 


$  4  297 

28 
1  727 
1  429 
126 
101 
237 
649 

553 

47 

1 


$   4  898 


$  6  638 

25 

2  631 

2  036 

245 

63 

301 

485 

424 

48 

$  ~6  310 


$  2  &: 


$  5  247 


EXPSITSES  Ai\rD  l^T  DECREASES 


Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Hf-chinery  and  eqmpment-  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  -.uid  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes   _-----_-_-_-- 

Miscellaieous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  exoenseq  S^   net  decreases 


323 


;77 


195 


283 


59 

99 

213 

234 

201 

137 

207 

215 

32 

24 

$      1   235 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPEI'TSSS $ 


Total  unpaid  labor-  -   -  -     -  _  - 

Operator's   labor  ------- 

Family   labor   --------- 

Net   income   from  investment   and 

manogcment-   ---------- 

RATE  EARNED  Oil  IITVESTirSNT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 

labor  and  managor.ient-   ----- 

5^  of  capital   invested  _   -   -   -   - 

LABOR  AND  MAITAOEI.GITT  '.YAaE 


2  012 


1  348 

5.o?;& 

1  655 
1   330 
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abnorraally  high  or  lov/  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen 
in  the  1935  records.   Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  v;ell  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind 
to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors 
causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular 
year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good 
earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  tiiat  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High 
crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of 
labor . 

On  the  DeKalb  county  f?rms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $3005  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in  1935. 
The  average  net  er.rnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $4353  and  $1348  respectively 
(Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $2343  was  in  inventory  and  $718  was  in  cash.   The 
rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $55,  was  in  family  labor,  there  being  more 
unpaid  labor  on  the  most  profitable  farms.  Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2204 
for  one  group  and  by  $1486  for  the  other  (Table  3).  The  dash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  wa.s  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capiteil 
and  to  pay  living  expenses.  Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  v/as 
available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  ajid  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Fa,rms  with  High  and  Lov/  Earnings 

In  size,  there  ?/as  a  difference  of  22  acres  between  that  third  of  the 
farms  which  were  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  least  profitable,  the 
farms  averaging  180  and  158  aci'es  respectively.  The  land  was  more  tillable,  by 
3.3  percent  but  was  worth  less  per  acre,  by  $1  on  the  most  profitable  group  of 
farms.  The  investment  in  improvements  an  acre  was  materially  less  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least,  there  being  a  smaller 
total  investment  in  improvements  for  a  larger  nuiriber  of  acres. 

In  most  f8,rm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
DeKalb  coixnty  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$5310  and  $3247  ejid  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1237  and  $1235  respec- 
tively (Table  2).  On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $34.95  and  $20.53  and  the 
expenses  $10.84  and  $12.01  respectively  (Table  3). 

One  important  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  between  these  groups 
was  the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $2859  a  farm  on  the  high-income 
farms  during  the  year,  a.nd  only  $526  on  the  low-income  group. 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  (legumes  and  non- 
legumes  considered)  was  sigTxificantly  high  on  both  gro'jps  of  farms,  indicating  a 
tendency  on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to 
meet  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3, — Factors  Helping  to  Axialyze   the  Farni  Business  on 

3'!-  DeKaib   Ooixnty  p-Tmr,   in   1935 


Items 


Your 
fsirra 


Average  of 
34  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


11  least 
profitable 
farms 


Size  of  f?j"m — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  oer  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  ----- 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 


185.9 
93.5 

$  25.53 
10.94 
15.69 

$  104. 
27.63 
154. 


180.5 
95.0 

$  34.95 
10.84 
24.12 

$  101. 
27.63 
161. 


153.1 
91.7 

$  20.53 

12.01 

8.52 

$  102. 
33.51 
168. 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn-  ------------- 

Oats-  ---  _-__  

ITheat 

Soybeans  for  grain  _--___ 
Other  cultivated  crops  -  -  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  past''jre  _  -  -  - 
IIon-le^'UTie  hay  and  pasture  -  - 


30.0 

25.3 

.8 

4.1 
14.7 
17.2 

9.9 


24.8 

1.2 

2.6 

15.0 

19.1 

7,4 


30.9 
21.6 
.5 
1.5 
17.4 
17.7 
10.3 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre-  -  - 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre-  -  - 

Soybeans ,  bu.  per  acre 


57.8 
52.8 
15.8 


59.2 
57.3 

15.8 


57.1 
53.9 
15.7 


V&lue  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  3. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed-  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter-  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  -  -  -  -  - 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cov/  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$2219. 
192. 

143. 
274. 
5.1 
$  144. 
94. 
13.92 
23. -^1 


$2727. 
213. 

147. 
32£. 
7.5 
$  194. 
108. 
18.84 
32.19 


$1656. 
158. 

124. 
241. 
5.1 
$  119. 
31. 
11.14 
13.58 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  incom.e 
Han  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  -oer  crop  e.cr« 


number  of  v/or"c  horses  -  -  - 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  ..orses 


$   18. 
5.38 
2.51 

4.0 

!  $  191. 


$ 


4- 


14. 
5.58 
1.81 
2.98 


$  21'' 


$  27. 
6.83 
2.35 
3.93 

3.3 
$  153. 


Improvement  cost  per  acre 
Taxes  oer  acre-  ----- 


$. 


1.21 
1.15 


1.08 
1.19 


$ 


1.56 
1.12 


Cash  balance-  ------ 

Increase  in  inventorj'-  -  - 
Rate  earned  on  investment 
Gross  receipts  oer  farm  - 


-  percent   j 


I  $. 


$1375. 
1721. 
9.59 
$4898.* 


I  $2204. 
j  2859. 
I    14.95 
I  $6310. 


$1483. 
526. 
5.07 

$3247, 
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Chaxt  for  Studying  the  3fficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

DeKalb  County  1935 
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?he  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 

54  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 

Irawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 

.n  that  factor,  you  can  cornpare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
-ocality. 
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1.08 
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15.6 

74 

65 

24 

204 

126 

394 

252 

1.88 

1.58 

10 

3321 

3475 

35 

7298 

254 

14.1 

70 

52 

22 

189 

118 

364 

237 

2.88 

2.08 

12 

2921 

3075 

33 

6698 

244 

12.6 

56 

59 

20 

174 

110 

334 

222 

5.38 

2.58 

14 

2521 

2675 

31 

5098 

224 

11.1 

62 

55 

18 

159 

102 

304 

207 

4.88 

5.08 

15 

2121 

2275 

29 

5498 

204 

9.59 

! 
1 
1 

57.  £ 

52.3 

15.8 

144 

94 

274 

192 

5.58 

3.58 

18 

1721 

1875 

26  £3 

4898 

184 

8.1 

1 
! 

54 

50 

14 

129 

86 

244 

177 

6.88 

4.08 

20 

1321 

1475 

25 

4298 

164 

6.6 

50 

47 

12 

114 

78 

214  162 

7. 88 

4.58 

22 

921 

1075 

23 

3598 

144 

5.1 

46 

-^l 

10 

99 

r 

70 

1 
134  {  147 

8.88 

5.08 

24 

521 

675 

21 

3098 

124 

3.6 

1 

1 
i  '^^ 

41 

8 

84 

62 

154 

132 

9.38 

5.58 

26 

121 

275 

19 

2498 

104 

2.1 

1 
1 

1 

■  38 

38 

' 

59 

54 

124     117 

10  £8 

6.00 

28 

-279 

-125 

17 

1898 

84 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amoionting  to  2.1  1311211613  of  corn  and  5.4 
bushels  of  oats  gave  the  raort  profitable  fai'ras  a  big  advantage  over  the  least 
profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm  management 
studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net  earnings 
by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  inrorove  crop  yields  per  acre. 

Txie  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  v/ith  v,hich  it  was  handled 
were  two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net 
earnings  betv/een  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock 
on  the  11  faxms  that  paid  the  best  were  $7.70  per  acre  greater  and  the  ajnount  of 
feed  fed  averaged  $1061  per  farm  more  than  on  the  11  farms  that  paid  the  least 
(Table  3  ).  Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  re- 
turns per  litter  of  pigs  farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  con- 
siderably higher  on  the  more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 
to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that  pa.id  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of 
$213  as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $158  for  the  same  amoimt  of  feed  fed  on  the 
least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.58  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2.88  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  01  $3.55  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lov/er  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  was  accorapanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by 
an  expense  of  $S.S8  for  labor  and  $3.93  for  pov;er  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$10.81.   Improvement  cost  per  acre  was  48  cents  less,  and  taxes  per  acre  were  7 
cents  more  on  the  farm  that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  fainily  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  farms 
gave  an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $3437,  while  the 
least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $525. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
I  DeKalb  county  for  zhe   last  five  years  is  interesting  becaijse  of  the  changes  in  price 
,  level.   Yields  of  corn  and  oats  were  much  tetter  in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet  the  incor.ie 
i  from  crops  was  only  $247  more  than  it  v/as  in  1934,   Livestock  income,  however,  v;as 
$1036  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

H  Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $10.76  to  $14.99, 

while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $10.63  to  $26.63,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

j  Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 

Farms  in  DeKalb  county  for  1931-1935 


Items 


1951 


1932 


1934 


1935 


I'ljunber  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
l';t  inco-Vie  oer  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  -oer  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


G-ross  incom.3  per  farm 
Income  per  farm  from: 


Crops  --------- 

Miscell8,neous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  -  - 

Cattle-  -------- 

Dairy  sales  ------ 

Hogs   --------- 

Poultry  -------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


50 
202 

$   12.49 
14.99 

-2.50 

$  119. 
195. 


$4104. 

2109. 

1172. 

131. 

$2522. 


$^431. 

46. 

2475. 

461. 

824. 

89b. 

'~)r-  r-r 

$2032. 

47. 
50. 


50 
199 

$  10.58 
13.05 
-2.37 

$  114. 
182. 


$3058. 
1795. 

503. 
139. 

$2127. 


$-421. 
39. 
2083. 
551. 
552. 
630. 
171. 

$1287. 

60. 


36 

177 

$  20.09 

11.24 

8.85 

$  105. 
170. 


$2505. 

1480. 

484. 

93. 

$3547. 


$1215. 
35. 
2295 . 
711. 
534. 
805. 
167. 

$1893. 

50. 
43. 


35 
189 

19.49 

10.76 

8.73 


$  103. 
165. 


$  2435. 

1298. 

385. 

182. 

$  3578. 


$  305. 

111. 
5261. 

942, 

710. 
1197. 

279, 

$  2010. 

27, 
14, 


34 
184 

$  26.63 
10.94 
15.59 

$  104. 
164. 


$2394. 

1273. 

437. 

117. 

$4898. 


$  555. 

48. 

4337. 

1727. 

549. 

1429. 

338. 

$1875. 

58. 
53. 
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VfiTiation  ir.  Croo  Yields  in  Differer.t  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  oi'  soil,  the  cropping  cystem  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  v.axy  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damaf^e,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  avera.?;c;  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  "nay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  atovo 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933,  Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  v/heat  and  oats  yields  v/erd  b^low  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  groigs  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  Thoy  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  stato 
and  belov/  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hcand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b^girjiing  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  inoru  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  wMch  farmers  b^jy.  For  1934  Illinois  frjrm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  38  percent. 
Dijring  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  f/^j-mers  for  commodities 
bo-oght  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  rroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  193u. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-iring  1935,  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  liad  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Jamiary,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogr-  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan^oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6,25 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  lutterfat  advanced  from  29 
conts  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  wVien  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  snine  year. 


AMUAl  FARI,^  BUSINESS  R3P0RT  ON  THIRTY 
FARMS  IN  ROCK  ISLAND  COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Rock  Island  County  continued  upward  in 
1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five 
years.  Records  from  3Q  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  incorae  per  farm  of  $2083 
as  compared  with  $1711  for  1934,  $1440  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $591  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  net  incomes  averaged  $491  higher  per  farm  in  1935  than 
in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5225  in  1935,  the  average  cash  husihess 
expenditure  was  $2901  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2324.   In  1934  the  cash 
balance  was  $1833  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator  and  family  labor 
are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis  but  not  under 
the  cash  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  betv/een  the  accounting 
basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $438  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
an  increase  of  $607  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accouiiting  service.   The 
accounting  farms  aj-e  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  v;ho  are  more 
efficient  tlian  the  average. 

For  citj^  wage  earners  and  for  indu!3tries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1S35  was  better  than  1934.  Factor^^  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  v/hile 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  inco..ies  of  v/age  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  -'nd  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $353 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  v/hen  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*J.  R.  Spencer,  farm  adviser  in  Rock  Island  county,  cooperated  in  super- 
vising and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Ir^ventory  Changes  on 
30  Accounting  Faixms  in  Hock  Island  County,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Yo-jr 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1954 

1935 

1935 

1954 

Horses  ------ 

Cattle  ------ 

Eogs  ------- 

Sheep  ------ 

Poultry  and  eggs  - 
Dairy  sales-  -  -  - 

Feed  and  grains-  - 
}:achinery-  -  -  -  - 

Improvements  -  -  - 
Labor-  ------ 

Miscellaneous  -  - 
Livestoc'c  e:cpense- 
Crop  e>cpense  -  -  - 
Taxes-  ------ 

Total-  -  -  -  -  - 


Cash 

exoense 

pe: 

'  farm 

Cash 

income  p 

er  farm 

■$ 

$  15 

$ 

13 

$ 

$  26 

$  17 

465 

151 

1128 

505 

134 
14 

33 
46 

2173 
47 

1287 
150 

30 

28 

276 

215 





382 

326 

707 

332 

956 

527 

710 

332 

173 

54 

207 

84 





1S9 

107 

58 

72 

26 

27 

1 

4 

37 

39 

___ 



125 

101 





241 

"$■ 

231 

1524 





$ 

$2901 

$ 

$5225 

$3357 

Inventory  chang;es 

Livestock-  ----------------__--$ 

Feed  and  grains     ----------------- 

l^achinery-  -------------------- 

Improvements   ------------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -------------$ 


$  993 

$  403 

-684 

305 

142 

-24 

-13 

-77 

$  4o8 

$  507 

S''jmmary 

Total  cash  income-  -----------__-_-$ 

Total  cash  ercpense  ---------------- 

Cash  balance  _-----------_--_---$ 

Total  invantory  change  -------------- 

Receiots  less  expenses  --------------$ 


$5225 
2901 


$Co24 
^56 


$3357 
1524 


;i333 
307_ 

'$2732  $2440 
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?arming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  eai-nin^s  were  tetter  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  zhe   state  as  a  wnole  tne  confoined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  hi..:^her  in  1936  th;in  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924- 
1933.  There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See 
Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  dioi^in^  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  wnile  by  December,  1955,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  ha 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  Th.e  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory-  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
those  farms  irith  la.rge  grain  inventories. 

Cash  F'ii'ra  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Gash  sales  were  higher  on  Rock  Island  coujity  f;'Xms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Hog  sales,  iilcl'^ding  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administracion  receipts, 
averaged  $3173  a  farm  in  1955  as  compared  with  $1287  a  farm  in  1934.  Sales  of 
cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  dairy  products  and  grain  were  also  l^.rger  in  1935  tha:i 
in  1934.   Total  ca,sh  soles  were  $1858  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  pre- 
vious year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $1377  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  avera,ge  ex- 
pense for  this  item  was  $333  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $710  in  1935.  Farmers 
for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  r.Tci.chinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out. 
Other  items  for  '/vhich  expenditures  were  lai'ger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  feeds, 
improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  oui'chasys  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  d-iring  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  $534  less  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
Big  expenditijxes  for  machinery  in  1935  bro'oght  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of 
$142  per  farm,  as  conipared  with  a  decrease  of  $24  per  farm  in  1934.   In  either  of 
the  last  two  years  there  has  not  been  enoiogh  money  spent  on  irnprovemvints  to  main- 
tain inventory  valuations. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

blether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  lor.ses  for  individ'oal  farms  or  .groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  follov/ed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  f.?rmer  can  control.   However,  the  -cune  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  alv/ays  res'xLt  in  txie  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or 
lov.-incone  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  tlnat  I-iappen  to 
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Table  2.— Investments ,  Receipts,  Erpenses  and  Earnings  on 
50  Hoc.:.  Island  Co'ii.ty  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 

30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10   least 
profitable 
farms 


CAPITAL   INVESTI.ETTS 


Land  _-_-__---__- 
Fr?xm  improvements      -   -   -   - 

Livestock  total  -  -  -  -  - 

Horses  --------- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs  ---------- 

S'-ieep  -_--__-_- 
Poultry  -------- 

Machinery  and  ecuipment  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  - 

Total  capital  investment 


$  17  450 

4  794 

2  259 

3S2 

1  055 

688 

42 

92 

1  619 

2  254 


$  15  814 

3  980 

2  589 

355 

1  346 

835 

63 

90 

1  475 

1  849 


$  28  375 


$  25  807 


$  18  153 


$  29  931 


RECEIPTS  Atro  I'BT  IITCREASES 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Plogs    (including  AAA  payments  )- 
Sheep      ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales-  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)-  ---------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 


$  4  356 


$  6  165 


36 

82 

1  195 

2 

302 

2  429 

3 

154 

54 

92 

105 

118 

154 

226 

382 

191 

58 

57 

1 

.  

3 

$  4  425 


$  6  225 


EXPENSES  AIJD  IIET  DECREASES 


Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense-  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  exr)enses  &  net  decreases 


220 


162 


390 

451 

435 

882 

37 

41 

125 

150 

189 

182 

241 

244 

26 

28 

;oJ 


$      2   140 


RECEIPTS   LESS  EXPENSES 


Total  unpaid  labor  ------- 

Operator's  labor  ------- 

Family  labor  --------- 

Net   income  from  investment  and 
management  ----------- 

RATE  EARITED  OH   INVESTISITT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor   and  manaoement   ------ 

Sfo  of   capital   invested     -   -   -  -   - 

LABOR   AND  'iANAGEI^KJT  V.AGE 


fO 


679 
508 
171 

2  083 
7.34^ 

2   591 
1  419 


$      4  085 

677 

506 
171 

3  408 
13.20^ 


$   1   17' 


\1 

1$     2  624 

J 


914 

290 
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be  a"bnorinallj-  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  Mnd  may  be 
seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  v/ho 
has  his  business  \7ell  organized  should  not  be  influenced  tij   conditions  of  this 
kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the 
factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a 
particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not 
show  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only. 
i  High  crop  jrields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years 
of  labor. 

On  the  Rock  Island  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a 
difference  of  $2576  per  farm  between  tne  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least 
profitable  in  1955.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3408  and 
$832  respectively  (Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $2075  was  in  inventory  and  $528 
was  in  cash.   The  rest  of  the  difference  amounting  to  $27,  was  in  family  labor 
there  being  more  fejnily  labor  on  the  most  profitable  farms.   Sales  exceeded  cash 
e:<penses  by  $2441  for  one  group  and  by  $1913  for  the  other  (Table  3).  The  cash 
balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  inter- 
est on  borrov/ed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Fnere  the  cash  earnings  were 
high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences, 
health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to 
the  standard  of  livi.ig. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  a  difference  of  18  acres  between  that  third  of  the 
farms  which  were  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  least  profita,ble,  the 
farms  a.veraging  210  and  192  acres  respectively.  The  land  was  less  tillable,  by 
2.6  percent  and  was  worth  less  per  acre,  by  $20  on  the  most  profitable  group  of 
farms.  The  investment  in  improvements  an  acre  was  materially  less  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least,  there  being  a  smaller 
total  investment  in  improvements  for  a  larger  n-omber  of  acres. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  fo\nid 
between  the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  foijnd  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Rock  Island  co^anty  farms  in  1935,  the  figiares  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$6225  and  $2702  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $2140  and  $1220  respec- 
tively (Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $29.70  a.nd  $14.06  and  the 
expenses  $15,44  and  $9.75  respectively  (Table  5). 

There  was  a  m?.rked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  tv/o 
groups  of  farms,  the  most  profitable  having  a  larger  percentage  of  tillable  land 
in  such  higher-profit  crops  as  corn,  wheat,  soybeans  and  leg-ume  hay  and  past^jre. 
On  the  least  profitable  grcop  of  farms  there  was  a  larger  acreage  of  timothy  seed, 
buckwheat,  rye  and  idle  land,  grouped  under  the  heading  of  other  cultivated  crops. 
(Table  3). 
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Tatle  5. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
30  Hock  Island  Co'onty  F?.rns  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 

profitable 

farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  lajid  ai'ea  tillable 


Oross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  lajid  per  acre  ------ 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 


191.2 
85.1 

$   23.14 
12.25 

10.89 

$   91. 

25.07 
14S. 


209.6 
82.5 

29.70 
13.44 
16.26 

75. 
18.99 
123. 


192.2 
85.1 

14.06 
9.75 
4.35 

95. 
30.22 
156. 


Percent  of  tillable  Ismd  in: 

Corn-  --------------- 

Oats-  --------------- 

Wheat  --------------- 

Soybeans  for  grain  -------- 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture-  ------ 

Non-legume  liay  and  pasture  -  _  -  _ 


32.8 

13.5 

2.3 

3.7 

7.1 

24.0 

16.6 


34.0 

14.1 

4.4 

4.6 

2.0 

26.3 

14.6 


32.6 

14.5 

2.0 

1.9 
12.7 
19.2 
17.1 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre-  -  - 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre-  -  - 
Wheat ,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Soybeans,  bu,  per  acre 


51.1 
28.5 
14.7 
14.5 


49.5 
29.6 
15.8 
13.9 


44.7 

25.4 

10.9 

1.0 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  ---_--_-----__ 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  T/eaned  par  litter-  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  _  _  -  _  - 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$2573. 
168. 

119. 
260. 
5.8 
$  139. 
52. 
12.34 
22.65 


$3370. 
180. 

130. 
325. 
6.0 
$  158. 
28. 
15.04 
29.02 


$1782. 
143. 

90. 

231. 

5.1 

$  107. 

45. 

9.08 
13.25 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Uan   labor  cost  ocr  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  _  -  _  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  -  - 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre-  ----------- 

Cash  balance-  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  e.irned  on  .nvestment  -  percent 
Gross  receipts  per  fprm  ------- 


$  19. 
6.77 
3.16 
4.72 

4.2 
$  229. 


$ 


13. 
6.36 
3.43 
4.60 


3.9 
$  237. 


$ 


28. 
5.91 
3.21 
4.91 

4.0 
209. 


T 


1.15 
1.26 


.77 
1.16 


1.28 
1.58 


$2324, 
438. 
7.34 
$4425. 


$2441. 
1644. 
13.20 
$6225. 


$   19.13 
-431. 
2.78 
$2702. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Rock  Island  County  1935 
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The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
30  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  colvunn  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  yo'ir  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 
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40 

23 

179 

92 

380 

228 

2.77 

1.52 

11 

1638 

3524 

51 

5825 

291 

12.0 

63 

37 

21 

169 

82 

350 

213 

3.77 

2.32 

13 

1338 

3224 

29 

6225 

266 

10.5 

59 

54 

19 

159 

72 

320 

198 

4.77 

3.12 

15 

1038 

3924 

27 

5625 

241 

9.0 

55 

51 

17 

149 

62 

290_^ 

183 

5.77 

3.92 

17 

738 

2624 

25 

5025 

216 

7.34 

51.1 

28.5 



14.7 

139 

52 

260 

168 

6.77 

4.72 

19 

438 

2524 

2514 

4425 

191 

6.0 

47 

25 

13 

129 

42 

230 

153 

7.77 

5.52 

21 

133 

2024 

21 

5825 

166 

4.5 

43 

22 

11 

119 

32 

200 

138 

8.77 

5.32 

23 

-152 

1724 

19 

5225 

141 

3.0 

39 

19 

9 

109 

22 

170 

123 

9.77 

7.12 

25 

-452 

1424 

17 

2525 

116 

1.5 

35 

16 

7 

99 

12 

140 

108 

10.77 

7.92 

27 

-762 

1124 

15 

2025 

91 

0 

51 

13 

5 

89 

110 

93 

11.77 

8.72 

29 

-1062 

824 

_1.3_ 

1425 

1 

66 

^ 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amo'onting  to  4.8  bushels  of  corn,  4.2  'bush.els 
of  oats,  and  4,9  bijshels  of  wheat  gave  the  10  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm 
management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net 
earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  aiiiount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled 
were  two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  eajn- 
ings  between  the  tv/o  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  prod^jctive  livestock  on  the 
10  fajrms  that  paid  the  best  were  $5.96  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $1538  per  farm  more  than  on  the  10  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Retvrns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  v/ell  as  the  ret'orns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  were  considerably  ]iighor  on  the  acre  profitable  farms.  For  every 
$100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productivj  livestock  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best, 
there  was  a  return  of  $180  as  contrasted  with  a  rctiarn  of  $143  for  the  same  araoiant 
of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable;  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $6.36  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $4.60  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$10.96  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  grot; 
of  farms  was  acconpanied  by  a  similar  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  .?ji  expense 
of  $5.91  for  labor  and  $4.91  for  power  and  ma,chinery,  or  a  total  of  $10.82.   Im- 
provement cost  per  acre  was  51  cents  less,  and  taxes  per  acre  were  22  cents  less 
on  the  fru'ra  that  paid  the  most  tha,n  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  per- 
cent interest  on  the  total  farm  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had 
$2624  left  for  their  labor  and  managenient,  wMle  the  least  successful  operators 
lacked  $141  of  getting  enough  income  to  pay  expenses,  including  interest  on  cap- 
ital invested,  and  had  nothing  left  for  their  labor  and  management. 
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Variations  in  Esirnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Rock  Island  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  hecause  of  the  changes  in 
price  level.  Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  v/ere  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet  the 
income  from  crops  was  $1035  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  income,  on  the  other 
hand,  was  $1534  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $9.04  to  $17.53, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $7.82  to  $23.14,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
F£i.rms  in  Hock  Island  County  for  1931-1935 


19311/ 


Items 


1932 


1933 


1934 


1935 


Number  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


G-ross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 

Net  income  -oer  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in; 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  -----  — 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  -_-_-_- 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


Ca.sh  balance 


52 
177 

11.80 
17.63 
-5.83 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.-  -  -  ■ 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu,  -  -  -  I 


$  117, 
185. 


$3427. 

1720. 

1005. 

171. 

$2089. 


$-983. 

50. 

2029. 

279. 

485. 

1009. 

237. 

$1790. 

45. 

41. 


30 
188 

$  7.82 
10.96 
-3.14 

$  100. 
152. 


$2162. 

1070. 

539. 

121. 

$1470. 


$-218. 
54. 
1415. 
253. 
282. 
741. 
120, 

$  792. 

55. 
48, 


30 
195 

$  16.44 
9.04 
7.40 

$   94. 
144. 


$  2049. 

1033. 

499. 

93. 

$  3199. 


$  1097. 

43. 

2054. 

461. 

240. 

1141. 

145. 

$  1288, 

53. 
34. 


35 
187 

18.19 
9.06 
9.13 


$   97. 
149. 


$  1924. 

849. 

478. 

90. 

$  3408. 


$  600. 

75. 

2732. 

570. 

325. 

1518. 

196. 

$  1833, 

36. 
5. 


30 
191 

$  23.14 
12.25 
10.89 

$   91. 
148. 


$2259. 

1055. 

588. 

92. 

$4425. 


$-435. 

59. 

4366. 

1195. 

382. 

2429. 

270. 

$2524. 

51. 
28. 


1/  Records  from  Rock  Island,  Carroll, and  Whiteside  coianties  included  for  1931, 
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Variation  ir.  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Part,-  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  irom  one  part  of  tne 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  aiioxint  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  v.ary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  ths  ajnount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  df«jn.'irje ,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  above  the  average   in  some  co'onties  and 
below  average  in  othei'  counties  (Fierore  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  abova 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  wtre  above  averag'3,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bulow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  p?.rt  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  groijp  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  statu.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  follov/ed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  ]v:nd   at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  oi    the  prices  pa.id  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advancer!  from.  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  nroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935, 

The  relationship  betv^een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  during  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  llo  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Jan'oary,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan'oary  1935  but  werv  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3cef  cattle  advanced  from  $6,55 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7,57  to  $9.30  a  hundred,  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
conts  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from.  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


AinJUAI  FARM  BUSINilSS  REPORT   ON  SIXTY 

FARMS    IN  HEIJRY,    STARK,   BUREAU  &  I/IARSHALL-PUTNAI,I 
COUNTIES,    ILLIITOIS,    1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  S.  Cunningham,  J.  Ackerman* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Henry,  Stark,  Bureau  and  Mar shall -Put nam 
counties  continued  upward  in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the 
highest- level  in  the  past  five  years.  Records  from  60  farms  show  for  1935  an  aver- 
age net- income  per  farm  of  $2589  as  compared  with  $2373  for  1934,  $1710  for  1933 
and  a  loss  of  $477  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $421  less  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5379  in  1935,  the  averag;e 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $3446  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  "balance  of  $1933. 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2354  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1349  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
an  increase  of  $702  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  f'",rm  p.ccounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  lor  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  v;age  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the  year 
1935  v/as  better  than  1954.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1935, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  loiown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6,6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sui'e  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners,  since 
the  farmer  aiad  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from  the 
farm  for  which  the  farm,  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  report. 
For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm  Management 
Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $353  per  family 
(4.9  persons)  in  1?35,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices  for  farm 
products. 


*  H.  K.  Danforth,  W.  A.  Gilbert,  Paul  V.  Dean  and  L.  J.  Eager,  farm 
advisers  in  Henry,  Stark,  Bureau,  and  Marshall-Putnam  counties,  cooperated  in 
supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. —  Cash  Income,  C^J-sh  Expense  and  Inventory  Clvinges 
on  60  Accoimting  F.r_rms  in  Henry,  Stark,  Bureau, 
&  M^shall-Putnfjn  Counties,    1935  nnd  1934i/ 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  oer  fcg-m 

Horses $              $57  $54 

Cattle 621  368 

Hogs 131  56 

Sheep 219  134 

Poultry  £aid  eggs   -----  25  16 

Dairy  sales-   -------  

Feed  and  grains-   -----  650  420 

I.!achinery 818  451 

Improvements  -----  237  108 

Labor 218  184 

I'll  see  l!toeous  -------  29  24 

Livestock  expense     _  -  -  -  35  34 

Crop  expense  -------  183  122 

Taxes 233  238 

Total -_- $      $3446  $2209 


Cash  income  p 

er  farm 

$      $  58 

$  63 

1252 

1248 

1892 

1343 

271 

207 

256 

169 

268 

254 

1162 

1080 

145 

92 

1 

1 

70 

94 

3 

2 

$5579  $4563 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  ----------------__--$ 

Feed  axid  grains  ----------------- 

Machinery  ----_--_----__-___-- 

Improvements  ------------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -------------$ 

Summary 

Total  cash  income  -----------__--_$ 

Total  cash  expense  ---------------- 

Cash  balance  ------------------_$ 

Total  inventory  change  -------------- 

Receipts  less  expenses  -------------_$ 


$1045  $  410 

-66  352 

329  19 

41  -89 


$1349  $  702 


$5379  $4553 
3446   2209 


$1933  $2354 
1349    702 


$3282  $5055 


1/  Records  from  Henry,  Stark,  and  Bureau  comities  only  for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  State  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924- 
1933.   There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See 
Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  the  accounting  farms  included  in  this  report 
in  1935  than  in  1934  (Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultiiral  Adjustment  Ad- 
ministration receipts,  averaged  $1892  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1343  a  farm 
in  1934.   Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  dairy  products  and  grains  were  also 
larger  in  1935  than  in  1934.  Total  cash  sales  were  $815  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than 
during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditiares  averaged  $1237  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increa.ses  in  expenditures  vir?s  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense for  t.iis  item  was  $451  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $818  in  1935,  Farmers 
for  several  years  ha.ve  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out. 
Other  items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds, 
improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor.   Taxes  were  slightly 
lower  in  1935  than  in  1S54, 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1954.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  $55  less  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
There  was  an  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  in  1934.   Big  expenditures  for 
machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  ixiventory  of  $329  per  farm,  as 
compared  with  an  increase  of  only  $19  per  farm  in  1934,   In  1935  there  was  enough 
money  spent  on  improvements  to  increase  their  value  by  $41  as  compared  with  a 
smaller  amount  of  money  spent  the  previous  year  which  resijlted  in  a  $89  decrease 
per  farm. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Tnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individ^oal  fejrms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  follov/ed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  alv/ays  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  compared  v/ith  other  farms,  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low- 
income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 

60  Henry,  Stark,  Bureau,  &  Mar  shall -Put  nain  Courity  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   INV2STI.IEITTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  ------------- 

Sheep-  ------------ 

Poultry-  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AIID  ITET  Il'CRSASSS 

Livestock  total  --------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs  (including  AAA.  payments)-  - 
Sheep  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Egg  sales  ----------- 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ------------ 

Labor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ------ 

Total  receipts  and  net  increases 

EXPENSES  AI-TD  '.IjIT  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements-  -------- 

Horses  -------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  equipment-  -  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense-  -------- 

Crop  expense  ----------- 

Hired  labor  ----------- 

Taxes-  -------------- 

Miscellajieous  expenses  ------ 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases  - 

RECEIPTS  LESS  SXPEITSBS 

Total  unpaid  labor  --------- 

Operator's  labor  --------- 

Family  labor  ----------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  --  ---------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  ILTESTLENT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  maaagement-  ------- 

5^  of  capital  invested  ------- 

LABOR  AND  1/ANAGEMEITT  WAGE 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 

50  farms 


20  most 
profitable 

farms 


20  least 

profitable 

farms 


$21  464 

3  392 

2  064 

352 

841 

576 

120 

75 

1  320 

2  158 
$30  898 


$17  889 

3  646 

1  696 

345 

634 

592 

52 

73 

1  270 

2  099 


$26  600 


$21  507 

3  248 

1  717 

284 

723 

SOI 

55 

54 

1  220 

2  385 


$30  078 


$  3  989 


26 
203 
067 
175 
100 
149 


446 

70 

3 


$  4  508 


$  4  845 

3 

1  507 

2  534 
182 
157 
174 
288 

186 
110 

$  5  141 


$  2  782 

15 
742 
1  620 
53 
37 
82 


526 

44 

5 

$  3  357 


195 


543 

35 
183 
218 
223 

29 


155 


297 

39 
208 
219 
201 

31 


$  1  226 


$  1  150 


216 


345 

25 

147 

174 

213 

24 


$  1  144 


$  2  213 

713 
540 
173 

1  500 
4.99^ 

2  040 

1  504 
$   536 


.^ 


$  3  282 

693 
530 
163 

2  589 

8.38fj 

3  119 
1  545 

$  1  574 


$  3  991 

707 
523 

184 

5  284 
12.35fo 


3 

1 

$  2 


807 
330 


477 
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abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  C7cles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen 
in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   Aii  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to 
maice  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  caus- 
ing high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  t;^?pe  of  production  in  a  particular  year. 
Some  farms  that  are  well  plsjined  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings 
because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  Eigh  crop  yields 
and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  50  fa,rras  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference  of  $1,734 
per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which v;as  the 
most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was  the  least  profitable  in  1935.  The  aver- 
age net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3,234  and  $1,500  respectively  (Table  2). 
There  was  a  difference  of  $1,923  in  inventory  in  favor  of  the  high  profit  farms, 
while  the  cash  balance  was  higher  on  the  low  profit  farms  by  $145  per  farm  Sales 
exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1,774  for  one  group  and  by  $1,919  for  the  other  (Table 
3).  The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was 
left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  e:cpenses,  Wliere  the 
cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insui'ance, 
home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  tlmt 
contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  an  average  difference  of  only  7  acres  between  that 
third  of  the  farms  which  was  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was  least  pro- 
fitable, the  acreage  per  farm  averaging  178  and  185  respectively.  A  smaller  per- 
centage of  the  land  on  the  more  profitable  farms  was  tillable,  and  the  valuation 
per  acre  was  $15  less  than  on  the  lea.st  profitable  farms.  The  total  investment 
per  farm  for  improvements  was  greater  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most  tli3.n  on 
the  farms  that  paid  the  least,  and  the  investment  per  acre  was  higher  by  $2.88. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  the  60 
farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  were  $5,141  and  $3,357 
and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  were  $1,150  and  $1,144  respectively  (Table  2). 
On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $23.63  and  $18,15  and  the  expenses  $10.41  and 
$10.04  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  was  some  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  f3,rms,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  percentage  of  tillable  land 
in  corn,  legunae  hay  and  pasture,  a,nd  miscellaneous  crops,  and  a  smaller  percentage 
in  oats,  soybeans,  and  non-legume  hay  and  pasture  (Table  3), 
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Table  3, — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze   the  Farm  Easiness  on 
60  Henry,    Stark,   Bureau,    and  Marshall-  Putnam  Co'jnty  Farms   in 

1935 


Items 

Your 

farm 

Average  of 

60  farms 

20  most 

profitable 

farms 

20  least 
profitable 

farms 

Size  of  f -.rm — acres  -------- 

195.5 
89.5 

$  23.05 

9.82 

13.24 

$  110. 
19.91 
158. 

178,3 
88.2 

$  23.83 
10.41 
18.42 

$  100. 
20.45 
145. 

184.9 

Percent  of  land  axea  tillable  -  -  - 

91.3 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------ 

Total  exT^enses  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$   18.15 
10.04 

Net  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

8.11 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ------ 

Value  of  iraorovements  per  acre  -  - 

$ 

$  115. 
17.57 

Total  investment  per  acre  ----- 

153. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in; 

38.2 

21.1 

.4 

8.5 

4.1 

19.5 

3.2 

42.8 
13.1 
1.2 
5.6 
5.9 
18.5 
5.9 

35.9 

Oats-  -------------- 

23.3 

Wheat  -------------- 

— 

Soybeans  for  grain  ------- 

9.9 

Other  cultivated  crops  ----- 

2.5 

Legume  hay  and  ;Dasture  _  -  _  _  _ 

17.9 

ITon-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  - 

9.5 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  ------- 

54.9 
32.1 
15.1 

57.2 

36.5 
19.7 

52.5 

Oats,  bu.  -oer  acre  __----_ 

27.5 

Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre  ----- 

12.8 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed- 

$ 

$2120. 
187. 

131. 
296. 
6.0 
$  152. 
55. 
11.37 
20.27 

$2534. 
191. 

175. 
358. 
6.1 
$  154. 
55. 
12.25 
27.15 

$1569. 
176. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Pq-H-Io      ---------- 

119. 

227. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter-  ------ 

5.7 

Income  per  litter  fr.rrowed  -  -  -  - 
Dairy  sales  oer  dairy  cow  ----- 

$ 

$  147. 
48. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  ver   A. 

9.04 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

14.95 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  oer  crop  acre-  -  -  - 

$ 

$   19. 
5.91 
2.32 
3.34 

4.1 
$  177. 

$   17. 
6.24 
2.12 

3.47 

4.2 

$  193. 

$  25. 
5.87 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  - 

2.40 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

3.59 

Number  of  work  horses  ------- 

3.8 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$  153. 

Improvement  cost  oer  acre  ----- 

$ 

$    1.00 
1.14 

$    .87 
1.15 

$   1.17 
1.15 

$ 

$1933. 
1349. 
3.38 
$4508 . 
I - 

$1774. 
2217. 
12.35 
$5141. 

$1919. 
294. 

Increase  in  inventory  ------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 

4.99 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------ 

$ 

$3357. 

-7- 

Chart   for     Studying  the  Sfriciency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 
Henry,    Stark,   Bureau,    and  Uarshall-Putnaiii  Cou.itp.es   1935 
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The  numbers  atove  the  lines  across  the  iTiiddle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the  50 
farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  Bj''  drav/- 
ing  a  line  across  each  coluirm  at  the  numher  measuring  the  efficiency  of  yoiar  farm  in 
that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 
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13 
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27 
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10.0 

58 

35 

17 
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65 
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200 

5.50 

3.00 

15 

1550 

3200 

25 

5000 
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8.4 

54.9 

32.1 

15.1 
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55 
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3.34 

19 
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23 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  a.mountin~  to  4.5  bushels  of  corn,  9.1  bushels 
of  oats  auid  5.9  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  mout  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  alv/ays  apparent  in  farm 
management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net 
earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amouiit  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  v.-ith  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings  be- 
tween the  two  groups  of  farms.  Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  20  farms 
that  paid  the  best  v/ere  $3.21  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$965  per  farm  more  than  on  the  20  farms  thai  paid  the  least  (Table  3).  Returns  per 
$100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter  of  pigs 
farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on  the  more 
profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on 
the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $191  as  contrasted  with  a  re- 
turn of  $175  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.24  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.47  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $9.71  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  fpjms  was  accompanied  by  a  slightly  lower  cost  per  crop  acre,  as 
shown  by  an  expense  of  $5.87  for  labor  and  $3.39  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $9.25.  Irnprovement  cost  per  acre  was  30  cents  less,  and  taxes  per  acre 
were  2  cents  less  on  the  fpj:ms  that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the 
least. 

After  r.ll  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowajice  for  frjnily 
labor  r.nd  five  percent  on  the  total  C:\pital  invested,  the  more  profitp.ble  group 
of  farms  gave  an  p,verage  return  for  operator's  l-ibor  -^.nd  mrjiagement  of  $2477,  v;hile 
the  least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $535. 
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Variations  in  Sarnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  tne  accounting  farms  in 
Henry,  Stark,  Bureau,  and  Llarshall-Putnam  counties  for  t.ie  last  five  years  is  inter- 
esting because  of  the  changes  in  price  level.  Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  were  much 
better  in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet  the  income  from  crops  was$576  less  than  it  was  in 
1934.   Livestock  income,  on  the  other  hand,  was  $913  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $8.60  to  $13.55, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $7.26  to  $23.06,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Henry,  Stark,  Bureau,  Marshall-Putnam 
Counties  for  1931-1935 


19511/ 


19322/ 


19331/ 


1934^/ 


Items 
number  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  - 
Net  income  per  acre  ----- 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  ------ 

Cattle-  ---------- 

Hogs-  ----------- 

Poultry  ---------- 

Gross  income  per  farm  -  -  -  - 

Income  per  farm  from; 

Crops  ----------- 

lliscellaneous  income   -  -  - 
Total  livestock  ------ 

Cattle-  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  -------- 

Hogs- -__- 

Poultry  ---------- 

Cash  balance  -------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.- 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.- 


1935 


30 
194 

8.52 
13.55 
-5.03 


41 
244 


$  139. 
199. 


$2866. 

1241. 

973. 

151, 

$1552, 


$-239. 
34. 
1518. 
225. 
405. 
827. 
ISO. 

$1422. 

48. 
46. 


7.26 

9.21 

-1.95 


$  111. 
156, 


$2846. 

1471. 

738. 

98. 

$1775. 


$-157. 

50. 

1745. 

650. 

189. 

777. 

95. 

$1459. 

64. 
50. 


38 
190 

$  18.95 
9.95 
9.00 

$  124. 
177. 


$2315. 

1275. 

505. 

85. 

$3600. 


$1499. 

30. 

2071. 

617. 

247. 

1033. 

108. 

$1643. 

52. 

41. 


60 
212 

$  19.81 

8.50 

11.21 

$  112. 
150. 


$2080. 

1024. 

498. 

54. 

$4194. 


$1022. 

96. 

3076. 

870. 

254. 

1581. 

170. 

$2354. 

31. 

A 


50 
195 

$  25.06 

9.82 

13.24 

$  110. 
158. 


$2064. 

841. 

575. 

75. 

$4508. 


$  445. 

73. 

3989. 

1203. 

268. 

2067. 

249. 

$1933. 

55. 
32. 


1/  Records  from  Henry  and  Bureau  Counties  only  for  1931  and  1933, 
2/  Records  from  Warren,  Henry,  and  Bureau  Counties  only  for  1932, 
3/  Records  from  Henry,  Stark,  and  Bureau  Counties  only  for  1934. 
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Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fig^ore  1),  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  liay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933,   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  belon  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  gro\^  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  groi:^  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935, 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'lring  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig,  2).  Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7,25  a  hundred  in 
Janiary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.36 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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ANNUAL  FAHM  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  THIRTY 
FARMS  IN  WARRSIT  AND  KNOX  COUNTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P,  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunninghaxa,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  'Tfarren  and  Knoz  counties  continued  upward 
in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past 
five  years.  Records  from  30  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm 
of  $2855  as  compared  with  $2526  for  1934,  $2038  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $477  for  . 
1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $140  lower  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934,   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5553  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $3194  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2359.   In 
1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2499  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  v/as  $1177  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted 
with  an  increase  of  $712  per  farm  in  1934. 

Pairn  income  data  from  farm  accovmts  do  not,  nowever,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  showi  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  thaji   the  average. 

For  city  v/age  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agricult^jre,  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factorj'-  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial  cor- 
porations reported  by  a  nationally  knov/n  banli  showed  average  earnings  of  6,5  per- 
cent on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934, 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of  coi'- 
porations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  "^ith  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau 
Farm  Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was 
$353  per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale 
prices  for  farm  products. 


*  E,  H,  T7alworth  and  A.  R.  Kemp,  farm  advisers  in  Warren  and  Knox 
counties,  cooperated  in  s'jpervising  and  collecting;  the  records  on  which  this  re- 
port is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,    Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes   on 
30  Accounting  Fao-rns   in  Waxren  &  Knox  Counties,   1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per   farm 

Horses  _______$  $74  $55 

Cattle 545  338 

Hogs 93  51 

Sheep 210  56 

Poultry  and  eggs  -----  20  14 

Dairy  sales     -------  

Feed  and  grains  -----  336  451 

Machinery 864  485 

Improvements  -------  263  156 

Labor 289  235 

Miscellaneous  __--_-  24  30 

Livestock  expense  -  _  _  -  46  58 

Crop  expense  -------  195  122 

Taxes 234  226 

Total $  $3194  $2298 


Cash 

income  oer  farm 

$ 

$  115 

$  89 

1005 

1022 

2026 

1390 

280 

68 

189 

137 

304 

257 

1377 

1640 

168 

121 

— -— 

2 

88 

70 

1 

1 

—  — — 

"" 

$ 

$5553 

$4797 

Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -----_-------__----$ 

Feed  and  grains  --_--__-___-__-_ 
Machinery  ------------------- 

Improvements  ------------------_ 

Total  inventory  change  ---_--------$ 


$  925  $  477 

-111  221 

330  38 

33  -24 


$1177  $  712 


Summary 

Total  cash  income  ------___-__-_-$ 

Total  cash  expense  ------_------_-_ 

Cash  balance  -------_-----_-__-$ 

Total  inventory  change  -_------_--_-_ 

Receipts  less  expenses  -------------$ 


$5553  $4797 
5194   2298 


$2359  $2499 
1177    712 


$3536  $3211 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924- 
1933.   There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state 
(See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6,3  bushels  of  corn  v/ere  equal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  F^^rm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Warren  and  Knox  county  farms  in  1935  than  in 
1934  (Table  1),  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  re- 
ceipts, averaged  $2026  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1390  a  farm  in  1934. 
Sales  of  sheep,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than 
in  1934;  grain  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $263.   Total  cash  sales  were 
$756  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $895  higher  a  farm  in  1955  than  in  1934, 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense for  this  item  was  $485  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $854  in  1935.  Far- 
mers for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn 
out.   Other  items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include: 
improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  d'oring  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  $111  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.  Big 
expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $330 
per  farm,  as  compared  with  an  increase  of  $38  per  farm  in  1934,   In  1935  there  was 
enough  money  spent  on  inproveraents  to  increase  their  value  by  $33  as  compared  with 
a  smaller  ajnount  of  money  spent  the  previous  year  which  resulted  in  a  $24  decrease 
per  farm. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  t^/pe  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   liowever,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  res'olt  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low- 
income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be 


70 


-4- 
Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 

30  Warren  and  Knox  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   IITVS5TIENTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs 

Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  - 

KSCEIFT3  AM)  ICT  DJCPJASES 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments )- 
Sheep-  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales-  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments )----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &   net  increases 

EXPENSES  Mil   :TZ?  DECHEASES 

Farm  improvements-  ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellajieous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES  

Total  unpaid  labor  -------- 

Operator ''J  labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ---  -------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  INVESTLiENT 

Ret^orn  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5^  of  capital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  AND  1,!ANAGELCS1:T  V:aGE 


Your 
farm 


AvergLge  of 

30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 
farms 


$  25  491 

4  592 

2  264 

453 

1  090 

601 

53 

57 

1  323 

2  278 


$  23  202 

3  742 

2  070 

308 

992 

683 

26 

61 

1  235 

1  742 


$  35  948 


$  31  991 


$  28  626 
5  807 

2  270 
437 

1  067 

616 

100 

50 

1  435 

3  047 


$  41 


$  3  901 

46 

942 

2  300 

116 

96 

97 

304 

930 

88 

1 

$   4  920 


$  4  483 


95 

1  143 

918 

2  529 

2  049 

126 

203 

99 

87 

77 

92 

314 

223 

1  395 

428 

93 

61 



1 

$  5  971 


$  4 


230 


366 

46 

195 

289 

234 

24 


167 


335 

47 
197 
210 
259 


$   1  384 


$   1  248 


$   1 


$  5  536 

681 
514 
167 

2  855 
_?^9^ 


3  369 

1  797 

$   1  572 


$  4  723 

687 
527 

160 

4  036 
l2.62fo 


4 
1 


563 
600 


$  _2_ 


1  920 
4.66^ 

2  450 
2  059 


$  2  963 
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abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  inay  he  seen 
in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  progrojin  before  ha  has  studied  all  the  factors 
causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular 
year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good 
earnings  because  they  have  opera,ted  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop 
yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Warren  and  Knox  covmty  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a 
difference  of  $2115  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the 
farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  tiir.t  third  which  were  the  least  profitable 
in  1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $4036  and  $1920  respectively 
(Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1704  was  in  inventory  and  $411  was  in  cash.  The 
rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $1,  was  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash 
expenses  by  $2739  for  one  group  and  by  $2328  for  the  other  (Table  3).  The  cash 
balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  inter- 
est on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   V<here  the  cash  earnings  v/ere 
high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insura^ice,  home  conveniences,  health, 
education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard 
of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  most  profitable  one -third  of  the  farms  in  the  study  averaged  33  acres 
smaller  than  the  least  profitable,  the  total  acreage  averaging  213  and  245  respec- 
tively.  However,  the  land  was  more  tillable  on  the  more  profitable  farms  by  12 
percent,  leaving  the  acreage  available  for  crops  approxims.tely  the  same  for  the  two 
groups  of  farms.   Land  values  per  acre  averaged  $7  lower  and  improvement  values  per 
acre  averaged  $5.97  lov.-er  on  the  farms  that  were  most  profitable. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  higli-  and  low-income  farms  tlian  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Warren 
Knox  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $5971 
and  $4052  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1248  and  $1454  respectively 
(Table  2).  On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $28.05  and  $1548  and  the  expenses 
$9.09  and  $8,59  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  v/as  a  marked  difference  in  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  farms,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  percent  of  tillable  land  in 
corn  by  3.8  percent;  and  in  soybeans,  by  6.4  percent;  and  a  smaller  percent  of 
tillable  land  in  oats,  by  2.9  percent;  and  hay  a,nd  past^ore  by  4.1  percent.   The 
percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  past-ure  vis.s   particularly  high  on  both  groups  of 
farms,  indicating  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their 
cropping  systems  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table   3. — factors  Helpirit;-   to  Ai^alyze   tlie  Farm  Business   on 
30  'Varren  and  Knox  Co'jj:ity  Farms    in  1935 


1 1  ems 

Yo'jr 

farm 

Average  of 

30  farms 

10  most 

profitable 

farms 

10  least 
profitable 
farms 

$ 
$ 

255.4 
84.8 

20.90 

8.77 

12.13 

108. 

19.51 
153. 

$ 
$ 

212.9 
92.9 

28.05 
9.09 

18.96 

109. 

17.58 
150. 

$ 
$ 

246  5 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

, 

80.9 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  exxienses  per  acre  -_-_-_- 

$ 

15.48 
8.69 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

7.79 

Value  of  land  per  acre  -___--- 
Value  of  improvei.ieiits  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

115. 
23.55 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

157. 

Percent  of  billable  land  in: 

37.0 
10.6 
.9 
16.5 
2.4 
19.7 
12.8 

37.9 
9.5 

22.1 

1.4 

15.1 

14,0 

34.1 

12  4 

Wheat  --------------- 

.5 

Soybeans  for  grain  -------- 

15.7 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

4.0 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  ------ 

17.9 

Non-legume  ha"  a:id  pasture  -  _  -  - 

15.3 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -_-__--- 

51.1 
32.9 

19.3 

56.4 
34.9 
22.9 

48.4 

Oats,  bu,  per  acre  -------- 

36.2 

Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre  ------ 

16.0 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  prodactive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 

$, 

$ 
$ 

1903. 
202. 

94. 

280. 

5.9 
142. 
54. 

9.60 
16.37 

$ 
$ 

1772. 

248. 

108. 

251. 
5.9 

150. 
68. 
10.74 
20.51 

$ 

$ 

2173. 
164. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle 

32. 

Poultry --_ ___ 

289. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

5.9 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  -  -----  - 

$ 

150. 
45. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

9.51 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

14.49 

M£in  labor  cost  ..jer  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

* 

$ 
$ 

19. 
5.58 
2.19 
3.26 

4.5 
224. 

$ 
$ 

14. 
5.10 
1.99 
2.38 

3.6 
151. 

$ 

$ 

24. 
5.84 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  _  - 

2.34 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

3.70 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

4.9 

$ 

222. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  --_-__ 

$ 

$ 

.98 
.99 

$ 

.78 
1.25 

$ 

1.15 
.91 

$ 

$ 
$ 

2359. 
1177. 

7.94 
4920. 

$ 
$ 

2739. 
1984. 

12.62 
5971. 

$ 
$ 

2328. 
280. 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 

4.S6  1 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 

$ 

4053. 

t 
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Chart  for  'Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Vfu'ious  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Warren  and  Knox  Counties  1935 
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The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  ^riiddle  of  the  pai^e  are  the  averages  for  the 
30  firms  included  in  this  report  for  tha  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  coliunn  at  the  number  measiu'ing  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  v/ith  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  araountin,^  to  3  bushels  of  corn  and  3.9 
bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  faras  a  big  advantage  over  the  least 
profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm  msina cement  studies, 
and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net  earnings  by  the 
adoption  of  better  practices  to  iiaprove  crop  yields  per  acre. 

Livestock  efficiency  was  one  of  the  raost  important  factors  accounting  for 
the  difference  in  net  earnings  between  the  two  groups  of  farms.  There  was  less 
livestock  on  the  more  profitable  farms  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  as  indicated  by 
a  lower  inventory,  by  $200  (Table  2).  There  was  also  less  feed  fed  to  productive 
livestock  on  this  gi^oup  of  farms  by  $401  (Table  3).  The  receipts  and  net  increases 
from  livestock,  however,  were  $911  greater  and  the  returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed 
fed  were  $84  greater  on  the  farms  that  were  most  profitable  than  on  the  farms  that 
were  least  profitable.  Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  as  well  as  the  dairy 
sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.10  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2,38  for  power  and  my.chinery,  or  a  total 
of  $7.48  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  ex- 
pense of  $5,84  for  labor  aind  $3.70  for  pov.-or  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $9*54, 
Improvement  cost  per  acre  was  38  cents  less,  and  taxes  per  acre  were  35  cents  more 
on  the  farm  that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family  labor 
ajad  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  groi:?)  of  farms  gave 
an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2963,  while  the  least 
profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $401. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-jear  Period 

A  corrrparison  of  production,  income  and  ercpenses  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Warren  and  Knox  counties  for  the  last  five  yearc  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes 
in  price  level,  yields  of  corn  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet 
the  income  from  crops  was  $470  lower  tiian  it  was  in  1834.  Livestock  income,  on  the 
other  hand,  was  $985  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.55  to  $11.44, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $7.25  to  $20,90,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Warren  and  Knox  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19311/1    19322/1   1933 


Items 


1934 


1935 


Number  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre  -  - 
Total  investment  ver   acre  -  -  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


30 
242 

9.58 

11.44 
-1.35 

115. 
154. 


3512. 

1725. 

1205. 

130. 


41 
244 

7.25 

9.21 

-1,95 


Gross  income  oer  farm 


Income  per  fann  from: 
Crops  --------- 

Uiscellanaous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  -  - 

Cattle-  -------- 

Dairy  sales  ------ 

Hogs-  --------- 

Poultry  -------- 


Cash  balance  ----_---_ 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


$  2322. 

$  -445, 

25. 

2297. 

584. 

216. 

1352. 

139. 


1559. 


49. 
47. 


$  111. 
155. 


$  2845. 

1471. 

738. 

93. 

$  1775. 


$  -157. 

30. 

1745. 

550, 

189. 

777. 

95. 

S  1459. 

54. 
50. 


32 

268 

15.16 
7.55 
7.61 


$  110. 
150. 


$2630. 

1383. 

517. 

75. 

$4051 . 


$1810. 

44. 

2207. 

553. 

243. 

1211. 

108. 

$2054. 

42. 

31. 


38 
235 

$  18.50 

7.89 

10.71 

$  106. 
147. 


$1881. 

865. 

452. 

52. 

$4386. 


$1400 . 

71. 

2915. 

917. 

257. 

1511. 

125. 

$2499. 

29. 

3. 


30 
235 

$  20.90 

8.77 

12.13 

$  108. 
153. 


$2254. 

1090. 

601. 


$4920. 


$  930. 

89. 

3901. 

942. 

304. 

2300. 

193. 

$2359. 

51. 
12. 


1/  Records  from  ''.Tarren  Co-jnty  only  included  for  1231 

2/  Records  from  'barren,  Bureau,  and  H-nry  Counties  included  for  1932. 
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Variation  ir.  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dsim- 
age,  frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  atove  the  average  in  some  co'onties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fig'ore  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933,   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  v/cre  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  vvere  below  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  soxitheastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  wer.t-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  follov/ed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  bc;ginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  v/hich  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  during  1935,  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
Jan\iary  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  19U9-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7,25  a  h\indred  in 
Jan'iary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lajnbs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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MmJAL   FARM  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  THIRTY 
FARMS  IN  SCHUYL3R  AND  FULTON  COUl^TISS,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J,  B.  Cunninghain,  J.  Ackerman* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Sch-uyler  and  Falton  counties  continued 
upward  in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the 
past  five  years.  Records  from  30  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per 
farm  of  $1572  as  compared  with  $968  for  1934,  $1572  for  1933  and  a  loss  of  $490  for 
1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $170  hi.gher  per 
farm  in  1935  than  in  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3800  in  1935,  the 
average  cash  business  expenditure  was  $2215  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of 
$1585.   In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1415  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid 
operator  and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  account- 
ing basis  but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy 
between  the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $671  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  v;ith 
an  increase  of  $298  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accoxints  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  snown  th?,t  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area,  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for 
the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corpor- 
ations reported  by  a  nationally  Icnown  ban];:  showed  average  earnings  of  5.5  percent 
on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compf.red  v/ith  4.4  per  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  v/hile 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  berween  capital  ajid  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  groijp  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  B'oreau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  ajid  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  L,  E.  McKinzie  and  J.  E,  Watt,  farm  advisers  in  Schuyler  and  Silton 
Counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report 
is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
30  Accounting  Farms  in  Schuyler  and  Fulton  Counties,  1935  and  19341/ 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

form 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1955 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm   Cash  income  per  farm 

Horses $      $61  $53     $  $81  $73 

Cattle 104    119  534  417 

Hogs 45     19  1635  1211 

Sheep 18     19  110  40 

Poultry  and  eggs 15     12  160  205 

Dairy  sales 180  192 

Feed  and  grains 617    493  802  718 

Machinery 669    364  202  93 

Improvements  ------          123    114  5  4 

Lahor 168    108  89  91 

Miscellaneous  __--_           25     25  2  6 

Livestock  expense   -  -  -  27     24  

Crop  expense  ------  152    103  

Taxes 191    182 -—    

Total $      $2215  $1635     $  $3800  $3050 

Inventory  chani~es 

Livestock $  $550  $  87 

Feed  and  jprains   -----------------  1  313 

Machinery-  --------------------  188  -23 

Improvements  ------------------- -68  -79 

Total  inventory  change  -------------$  $  571  $  298 


Summary 

Total  cash  income  -------_--_---_-$ 

Total  cash  expense  ---------------- 

Cash  "balance  ----------____--_-_$ 

Total  inventory  change  -------------- 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------_---_-$ 


$3800 
2215 


$1585 
571 


$3050 
1535 


$1415 
298 


$2256  $1713 


I 


1/  Records  from  Peoria,  Schuyler,  and  Fulton  Counties  included  for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans;  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig,  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  potmds  of  hogs,  v/hile  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Schuyler  and  Fulton  county  farms  in  1935  than 
in  1934  (Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultura.1  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $1635  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1211  a  farm  in  1934. 
Sales  of  cattle  and  feed  and  grains  were  also  1  rger  in  1935  than  in  1934,   Total 
cash  sales  were  $750  a  farm  larger  in  1935  t'oan  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  ffjrm  expenditures  averaged  $580  higher  a  f?.rm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense for  this  item  was  $354  a  farm  in  1S34,  but  incref-.sed  to  $569  in  1935,  Far- 
mers for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  xias  worn 
out.   Other  items  for  v/hich  expenditures  were  l-^rger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include: 
feeds,  improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  gra.in,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  tha,n  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  only  $1  more  at  the  end  of  the  yea.r  than  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big 
expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  bro'oght  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $188 
per  fp.rm,  as  contrasted  with  a  decrease  of  $23  per  farm  in  1934,   There  was  not 
enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  ma,intain  inventory  valup.tions  in  either  of 
the  last  two  yeai-s. 

Variations  in  Farm  3arnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control,   Hov/ever,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  coriTpr.red  with  other  farms,  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low- 
income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be 


so 
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Table  2, — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
30  Schuyler  and  Fulton  County  F?.rms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 
farms 


CAPITA!   IOTESTM5KTS 

Land  ------------ 

Farm  improvements  -  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  total  ------ 

Horses  ---------- 

Cattle  ---------- 

Hogs _-_-_ 

Sheep  ---------- 

Poultry  --------- 

Machinery  -^.nd  equipment  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  - 

Tota,l  capital  investment 


16  191 

3  707 

1  554 

382 

596 

426 

110 

50 

1  170 

1  213 

23  945 


$17  924 

3  971 

2  137 

411 

854 

656 

153 

53 

1  486 

1  536 

$27  154 


$12  493 
2  700 
1  137 


$18  ino 


RECEIPTS  ANT)  I^TET  INCREASES 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including:  AAA  payments  )- 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ----- 

Total  receipts  i  net  increases 


$  3  007 

35 

676 

1  850 

102 

78 

85 

180 

185 
89 

2 

$   3  284 


$  4  565 

28 

1  057 

2  886 
154 
110 
106 
224 

197 
144 

$  4  905 


$  1 


$  1 


EXPENSES  AND  1T5T  DECHSASES 


Farm  improvements   -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  srcpplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  exoenses  d  net  decreases 


186 


279 

27 
152 

168 

191 

25 


213 


349 

37 
161 
153 
209 

33 


$   1  028 


$  1  155 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES 


Total  unpaid  labor  ------ 

Operator's  labor  ------ 

Family  labor  -------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  --  __----_ 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IITESTl.ffiNT 
Return  to  capital  and  operator' 
labor  and  management  -  -  -  - 

5^5  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  AMD  I'ANAGEl.SrT  '.'.'AGE  -  - 


$. 


^ 


684 
539 
145 

1  572 

6.57^ 


2  111 

1  197 


914 


$  5  751 
730 
536 
194 

3  n2i 

11.13  jo 

3  557 

1  358 

$  2   199 


$  -2 
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abnormally  liigli  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  te  seen 
in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  nogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialize d groups .   An  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  caus- 
ing high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year. 
Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings 
because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields 
and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Schuyler  and  Fulton  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there 
was  a  difference  of  $2963  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third 
of  the  farms  v/hich  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least 
profitable  in  1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3021  and 
$58  respectively  (Table  2).  Of  this  difference  $1102  was  in  inventory  and  $1916 
viras  in  cash.   The  rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $55,  was  in  family  labor. 
Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2535  for  one  group  and  by  $620  for  the  other 
(Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  ¥»as  the  amoiint 
that  wp,s  left  to  paj'  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses. 
Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  in- 
surance, home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and 
services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  an  average  difference  of  37  acres  between  that  third 
of  the  farms  which  was  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  per  ftrm  averaging  243  and  206  respectively.  The  land  on  the  more 
profitable  farms  was  also  more  tillable,  by  10.1  percent;  and  the  val\iation  per 
acre  was  $13  more  than  on  the  least  profitable  farms.  The  total  investment  per 
farm  on  improvements  was  greater  on  the  farms  which  paid  the  most  than  on  the 
farms  that  paid  the  least. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  tiian  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  fo\ind  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Schuyler  and  Fulton  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases 
being  $4906  and  $1619  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1155  and  $885 
respectively  (Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $20.20  and  $7,84  and 
the  expenses  $7.76  ajid  $7.56  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  various  crops  in  Schuyler  and  Fulton 
counties  was  abnormal  in  1935.   This  was  due  not  only  to  the  wet  weather  in  the 
spring  of  1935  which  interfered  with  the  intended  plantings  of  crops  but  also  to 
the  drought  and  chinch  bugs  of  the  previous  year  which  tended  to  throw  cropping 
systems  out  of  balance.   Much  of  the  land  that  would  normally  have  been  planted 
to  standard  grain  crops  for  the  area  was  either  seeded  to  buckwheat,  rye  or  other 
special  crops,  left  idle  or  fallow,  or  kept  in  hay  and  pasture. 

Handicaps  of  unseasonable  weather  were  better  overcome  on  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  were  most  profitable  tl'ian  on  that  third  v^hich  were  least  profitable, 
as  indicated  by  a  larger  percent  of  the  land  in  corn,  oats,  and  soybeans  and  a 
smaller  percent  of  the  land  in  other  cultivated  crops.  There  was  a  larger  percent 
of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  on  the  fprms  that  paid  the  best  th^n  on  the 
farms  that  paid  the  least. 
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Table  3, — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  F?xn  Business  on 
30  Schuyler  and  Fulton  County  F'rias  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 

30  farms 


10  most 
profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 
farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  ----- 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


G-ross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  ----- 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 


227.3 

65.9 

14.45 
7.53 
6.92 

71. 
15.31 
105. 


242.8 
70.4 

20.20 

7.76 

12.44 

74. 
16.36 
112. 


206.4 
60.3 

7.84 

7.56 

.28 

61. 

13.08 

88. 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in; 
Corn-  ----------- 

Oats-  ----------- 

Wheat  ---  ___--. 

Soybeans  for  grain  -  -  -  - 
Other  cultivated  crops  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  past-ure  -  - 
Non-legume  hay  ajid  pasture 


27.1 

15.1 

15.7 

7.3 

7.5 

19.5 

7.8 


32.2 
17.1 

11.8 
10.3 

1.8 
18.4 

8.4 


24,4 
16.0 
18.2 

5.7 
17.0 
14.7 

4.0 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Oats ,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Wheat ,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Soyber-.ns,  bu.  per  acre 


36.1 
31.8 
13.3 
20.3 


42.2 
34.7 
13.4 
24,6 


25.0 
22.8 
11.1 
13.0 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 

Dairy  sales  per  djtiry  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  produ-:;tive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$  1538. 
193. 

105. 

273. 

5.8 

$   140. 

39. 

6.82 
13.08 


$  2107. 
215. 

120. 

318. 

6.0 

$  148. 

42. 

8.79 
18.59 


$  829. 
167. 

81. 
273. 
6.1 
$  146. 
22. 
4.20 
5.70 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  _  _  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  wor>  horses  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre  _'____--__-- 

Cash  balance  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 


$   24. 

6.17 
2.15 
3.38 

4.4 

$   195. 


$    16. 

5.33 
2.32 
3.39 

4.3 

$   189. 


$ 


47. 
6.96 
2.50 
3.61 


4.2 
$   180. 


.82 

.84 


.88 
.86 


.85 
.56 


$  1585. 
671. 
6.57 
$  3284. 


$  2535. 
1215. 
11.13 
$  4906. 


$  620.     i 
113.   I 
.32   I 

$  1619. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Vexious  Parts  of  Yoiar  Business, 
Schuyler  and  Fulton  Counties  1935 


The  numbers  above  the 
30  farms  included  in 
drawing  a  line  across 
in  that  factor,  you 
locality. 


lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page 
this  report  for  the  factors  named  at 

each  column  at  the  number  measuring 
an  compare  your  efficiency  with  that 


are  the  averages  for  the 
the  top  of  the  page.   By 
the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
of  other  farmers  in  your 


Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Crop  yields 

Hogs:   Income 

per  litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales  per 
dairy  cow 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100 
of  feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

0) 

o 

r-\ 

d 

CO 

Gross 
receipts 

a 

■H 

CO 
CD 
U 
U 

CO 
rH 
(D 

to 

B 

u 
o 
o 

CO 

r-\ 
CD 

CO 

M 

CO 

•p 

CO 

l-l 

<D 

CO 

-P 

cd 

CD 

u 
o 

Power  and 
machinery 

(D 

o 

Jh 
(D 

1 

tH 

0) 

14.00 

58 

47 

23 

215 

89 

373 

293 

1.17 

B8 

14 

2171 

3085 

24 

5284 

377 

12.50 

54 

44 

21 

200 

79 

353 

273 

2.17 

1.38 

16 

1871 

2785 

22 

5584 

347 

11.00 

50 

41 

19 

185 

69 

333 

253 

3.17 

1.88 

18 

1571 

2485 

20 

5084 

317 

9.50 

46 

38 

17 

170 

59 

313 

233 

4.17 

2.38 

20 

1271 

2185 

18 

4484 

287 

8.00 

42 

35 

15 

155 

49 

293 

213 

5.17 

2.88 

22 

971 

1885 

15 

3884 

257 

6.57 

38.1 

31.8 

1 

13.3 

140 

39 

273 

193 

6.17 

3.38 

24 

571 

1585 

14.45 

3284 

227 

5.00 

34 

29 

11 

125 

29 

253 

173 

7.17 

3. 83 

26 

371 

1285 

12 

2684 

_197__ 
167 

3.50 

30 

26 

9 

110 

19 

233 

153 

8.17 

4.38 

28 

71 

985 

10 

2084 

2.00 

26 

23 

7 

95 

213 

133 

9.17 

4.88 

30 

-2J9 

585 

8 

1484 

137 

.50 

22 

20 

5 

80 

193 

113 

10.17 

5.38 

32 

-529 

385 

6 

834 

107 

-1.00 

18 

17 

3 

65 

173 

93 

11.17 

5.88 

34 

-829 

85 

4 

284 

77 
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G-reater  crop  yields  per  acre  ajnounting  to  17.2  bushels  of  corn,  11.9  "bushels 
of  oats  and  11,6  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advajita^e 
over  the  least  profitable  fa.rms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm 
man-.gement  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net 
ejxrnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  10 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $4.59  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $1278  per  fcirm  more  than  on  the  10  farms  that  pa.\d  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  v/ell  as  the  returns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on 
the  more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  live- 
stock on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $215  as  contrasted 
7/ith  a  return  of  $167  for  the  s^jne  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable 
farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an 
exDense  of  $5,33  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.39  for  power  and  machinery,  or 
a  total  of  $3,72  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on 
the  other  groT:^)  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as 
shown  by  an  expense  of  $5.95  for  labor  and  $3.51  for  power  ajid  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $10.57,   Improvement  cost  per  acre  was  3  cents  more,  and  taxes  per  acre 
were  20  cents  more  on  the  farm  that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the 
least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  la.bor  and  5  per- 
cent interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $2199  left 
for  their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successf\il  operators  lacked  $307 
of  having  enou^gli  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  cap- 
ital) and  had  nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenses  on  the  accounting  farms  on 
Schuyler  and  Fulton  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  tlie 
changes  in  price  level.   Yields  of  corn,  wheat  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  than 
in  1934,  yet  the  income  from  crops  was  $352  lower  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  in- 
come, on  the  other  hand,  was  $1004  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.53  to  $10,52, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $6,49  to  $15.93. 

Table  4, — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Schuyler  and  Fulton  Counties  for  1931-1935 


193li/ 


19321/ 


1933^/ 


1934i/ 


Items 

Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Net  income  per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  __-__-- 
Cattle   _-_-_----_- 

Hogs 

Poultry  ----------- 

G-ross  income  per  farm   _  _  _  _ 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------ 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  - 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle  ----------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Hogs ______ 

Poultry 

Cash  balance  --------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  v/heat  in  bu.  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


1935 


46 
220 

$  7.58 
10.52 
-2.94 

$   93. 
135. 


$2522. 

1021, 
932. 
118. 

$1568. 


$-312. 

103. 

1565. 

34. 

269. 

1092. 

145. 

$1368. 

44 
24 

40 


30 
202 


6.49 

8.91 

-2,42 


$  75, 
115. 


$1737. 

741. 

502. 

90, 

$1314. 


$-144. 

61. 

1253. 

72. 

234. 

811. 

114. 

$  855. 

58 
15 
45 


36 
212 

$  15,93 
8.53 
7.40 

$  97. 
138. 


$1849. 

796. 

501. 

64. 

$3386 . 


$1341. 

120. 

1925. 

171. 

280. 

1260. 

103, 

$1577. 

44 
20 
30 


39 

201 

$  13,13 
8,31 
4.82 

$  78, 
114. 


$1587. 

630. 

425. 

73. 

$2638. 


$  538, 

97. 

2003. 

309. 

192. 

1207. 

195. 

$1415. 

23 

12 

9 


30 
227 

$  14.45 
7.53 
6.92 

$  71. 
105. 


$1664. 

596. 

426. 

50. 

$3284, 


$  186. 

91. 

3007, 

576. 

180. 

1850. 

164. 

$1585. 

38 
13 
32 


1/  Records  from  Peoria,  Schuyler,  and  Fulton  Co'xaties  for  1931,  1932,  and  1934. 
2/  Records  from  Peoria,  Stark,  ajid  Fulton  Counties  for  1933. 
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Variation  ir.  CroD  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  anoxmt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  areei 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
cige,  frost  dajnage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  werj  much  above  the  average  in  some  co^Jinties  and 
below  average;  in  othex-  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1535  coLibined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  igS-l-l^SS.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  v.'t;re  above  a.verage,  while  v/heat  and  oats  yields  weru  bdow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  couxities  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  \Tero 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  south'^astern  part  of  the  state 
and.   below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1954  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  thera  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b^girjiing  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  wMch  farmers  b^ay.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  f/^jmers  for  oumodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -oroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  193b. 

The  relationship  betv;een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-iring  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  .^rain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  hut  iiad  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  93  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  4o   cents  in  D3ce:nber  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan^oary  1935  but  wer;  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.53 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  nilk  advanced  from  $1,55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and.   wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AITNUAL  FAHI,.!  BUSIN33S  HEPORT  ON  THIP.TY-EIGHS 
FARIJS   IN  MERCER  COUIITY,    ILLINOIS,    1935 

P.  S.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Mercer  county  continued  upward  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five 
years.   Records  from  58  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of 
$3911  as  compared  with  $2471  for  1934,  $1988  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $481  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  hasis,  however,  net  incom.es  averaged  $152  lov;er  per  f;u-m  in 
1935  than  in  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $7401  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  ejrpenditui'e  was  $5307  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2094.   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2245  per  farm.   Inventory  chan.<3es  and  uniDaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  'onder  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accountins  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1449  per  fajrn  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
an  increase  of  $857  per  farm  in  1934. 

Fanr.  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm,  cinditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  sin  area  are  lov/er  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.   The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  v/age  earners  a-nd  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  kno\rn  bank  showed  average  eajrnirigs  of  5.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist,  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of  the 
year  is  never  siore  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  resu].t  of  his  labor,  his 
capital, or  his  uianagerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  fa,rmers  with  other  group?  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accoujits  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel,  -ind  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $353 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  orices 
for  farm  products. 


*  '.V.  >.  purnell,  farm  adviser  in  I'lercer  county,  cooperated  in  supervising 
and  collecting  the  records  on  v/hich  this  report  is  based. 
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Tfitle  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
38  Accoxonting  F'l-rns  in  Mercer  Co-jjity,  1935  and  1934 


Your 



Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

fiirm 

Aver. 

Aver, 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm   Cash  income  per  farm 

Horses ^      $  78  $  38     $~  ~|  99  ^  55 

Cattle 1174    396  2078  1675 

Hogs 237    102  3536  2146 

Sheep 114     21  118  94 

Poultry  aiid  eg^^s 24     23  279  184 

Dairy  sales —  301  300 

Feed  and  -r-.ins 1643   1255  713  663 

Machinery 903    424  191  76 

Improvements  -------         237    133  8  8  • 

Labor 398    224  69  78 

Miscellaneous  ------          29     26  9  23 

Livestock  expense  _  _  -  -  67     48  

Crop  expense  -------         149    122  

Taxes-  ---------- 254    245 

Total $      $5307  $3057     $  $7401  $5303 

Inventory  changes 

Livestock $  $1725  $  496 

Feed  and  grains  -------  _-_  ___-_-  -549  519 

Machinery 326  -20 

Improvements  --_---------_-___-- -53  -133 

Total  inventory  change  _--_------_--$  $1449  $  857 

Summary 

Total  cash  income   ---------_----_-$  $7401  $5303 

Total  casn  expense  -_-----___--_---  5307  3057 

Cash  balance --$  $2094  $2246 

Total  inventory  change  --------------  1449  857 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------------$  $3543  $3103 
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PariTiing  Condiiiions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  v/ere  better  in  1S35  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  vmeat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  thaji  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  v/ide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fi^.  !)• 

Price  changes  which  took  place  dioring  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6,3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  nogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventorj^  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  v/ith  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Chariges 

Cash  sales  v/ere  higher  on  Mercer  county  farms  in  1955  than  in  1934  (Table 
1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts,  averaged 
$3535  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $2146  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of  cattle, 
poultry  3jid  eggs,  dairy  products, and  grain,  including  A.  A.  A.  receipts,  were  also 
larger  in  1S35  than  in  1934.  Total  cash  sales  were  $2098  ;->.  farm  larger  in  1335 
tha.n  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $2250  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1334, 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $424  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $903  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditiores  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds, 
improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  purchases, and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1335,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventorj^-  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  $549  less  at  tne  end  of  the  year  thaji  at  the  beginning.   The 
inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  w.^.s  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big  expendi- 
tures for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $325  per  farm, 
as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $20  per  farm  in  1934.   In  either  of  the  last  two 
yerxs  there  was  not  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  maintain  inV'jntory 
valuations. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

^Hiether  average  farm  earnings  axe  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individijal  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   Hov/ever,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on 
one  farm  as  compared  v/ith  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally 
high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  Ax.   exaaiiple  of  this  kind  may  be  seen  in  the  1935 
records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year 
tiian  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  v/ho  has  his  business  well 
organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic  changes 
in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  caxising  high  or  low  returns 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Heceipts,  Expenses  ?jid  Earnings  on 
58  Mercer  Couiity  Fi'.rms  in  1935 


Items 


CAPITAL   IlT3STiOTTS 


Land  ----------- 

Farm  improvements-  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  total-  -  -  -  -  - 

Horses  --------- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs 

Sheep  --------- 

Poultry  -------- 

Machinery  and  e equipment 
Feed,  grain  iuid  supplies  - 
Total  capital  investment 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
58  I'arms 


$  22  958 

4  550 

5  204 
494 

1  569 

957 

85 

99 

1  284 

2  483 


$  34  559 


13  most 
profitable 

f  aj'ms 


21  547 

4  151 

5  625 
454 

1  531 
1  236 
102 
102 
1  234 
3  029 


$  35  386 


13  least 
profitable 

farms 


$  22  515 

4  235 

3  RRR 

508 

2  248 

748 

63 

121 

1  193 

2  195 


$  33  826 


RECEIPTS  AITD  l^T  JTCREASSS 


Livestock  total- 


Horses  --------  --  - 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA.  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  5:  net  increases 


$  6  509 

84 
1  957 
3  781 
137 
116 
153 
301 


69 
9 


$  8  722 

50 
2  850 
5  122 
143 
154 
165 
238 


129 


i  $   6  587 


$  8  851 


$  5  427 


90 
018 
573 
38 
66 
135 
407 


47 
28 


$  5  502 


EXPENSES    Airo  :iET  DECREASES 


Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Horses  -------  - 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  eq-uipment  -  -  _  -  - 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes   __-_____---__ 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 


282 


586 
479 

67 
149 
398 
254 

29 


$    223 


332 
2  491 

78 
180 
406 
297 

33 


$   3  044    $  4  040 


326 


490 
1  635 
55 
131 
415 
211 

27 

$  3  290 


RECEIPTS  LESS  SXPEilSES  - 


Total  unpaid  labor  ------- 

Operator's  labor  ------- 

Family  labor  -----  ___. 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ----------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IIIVESTISNT 

Ret'xrn  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5^  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  AND  HANAaEI.SATT  WAGE 


$   3  543 ;  $  4  811 


',3 


632 
493 
139 

2  911 
8.4^ 

3  404 
1  728 


687 
519 
168 

4  124 
12.35^ 

4  643 
1  669 


$   1  676    $  2  974 


212 

562 

469 

93 


1  650 
4.88^ 

2  119 

1  691 
428 
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for  a  particular  t;/pe  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are 

well  pla.nned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they  have 

operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds 
of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  yee.rs  of  labor. 

On  the  Mercer  coionty  farms  included  in  this  report  there  v/as  a  differ- 
ence of  $2474  per  fvjrm   between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms 
which  ?;ere  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in 
1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $4124  and  $1650  respec- 
tively (Table  2).   Of  this  difference,  $722  v/as  in  inventory,  $1877  was  in  cash, 
and  $125  was  in  unpaid  operator's  and  family  labor.   Tliere  was  more  unpaid  labor 
on  the  most  profitable  farms.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $3200  for  one  group 
and  by  $1323  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these 
figures,  was  the  amoimt  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to 
pay  living  expenses,   \7here  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available 
to  sioend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and 
other  goods  aiid  services  tliat  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Co]i|3arison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Ea-rnings 

The  most  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  this  study  averaged  241 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one- third  averaged  222  acres;  a  difference  of  19  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best, the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  1.4  higher, 
but  the  value  per  acre  was  $12  lower  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   The  investment 
in  improvements  an  acre  was  materially  less  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most  than 
on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least,  there  being  a  smaller  tota.l  investment  in  improve- 
ments for  a  larger  niimber  of  acres  on  the  most  profitable  farms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high  and  low-income  farm.s  than  betv/een  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  v/as  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Mercer 
county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $8851  and 
$5502  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $4040  and  $3290  respectively  (Table 
2). 

One  i'Tportant  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  between  these  groups  was 
the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $1511  a  farm  on  the  high-income  farms  d'jx- 
ing  the  year,  and  onlj;-  $889  on  the  low-income  grourj. 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downv;ard  after  the  first  of  the  year  and 
the  greatest  loss  was  taken  by  the  farms  with  the  larger  grain  inventory.   The 
more  profitable  group,  having  a  slightly  larger  inventory  of  feed  and  grain,  more 
than  offset  this  loss  by  feeding  a  m^uch  larger  amount  of  feed  and  grain  to  livestock 
at  favorable  prices. 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture,  legumes  and  non-leg-umes 
considered,  v/as  particularly  high  on  both  grocjps   of  farms,  the  total  percentages 
averaging  44.3  for  the  most  profitable  group  and  51.1  for  the  least  profitable  group. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Eelping;  to  Aiialyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
38  Mercer  Coijnt-"  Farms  in  1935 


Items 
Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  lajid  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

percent  of  tillable  land  in; 

Corn  --------------- 

Oats ______-_--_ 

Wheat _____ __ 

Soybeans  for  ^rain  -------- 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  ------ 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  _  _  -  _ 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  --___--_ 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre  _____--_ 

Wheat,  bu,  per  acre  -------- 

Soybeans ,  bu.  per  a.cve     ------ 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 
Return?  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  _--_-__ 
Income  per  litter  farrowed  -  _  _  -  - 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cov/  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

Man  labor  cor;t  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  co-^.t  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  co-.t  per  crop  acre  _  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cort  per  crop  acre 

N'jmber  of  worh  horses  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

TcLxes  per  acre-  ----------- 

Cash  balance-  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gr-ross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 


Your 
farm 


Average   of 
38   farms 


228.5 
76.1 

28.33 
16.09 
12.74 

100. 

20.39 
151. 


13  most 

profitable 

farms 


241.2 
77.4 

36.70 
19.60 
17.10 

89. 
17.21 

138. 


13  least 

profita,ble 

farms 


222.2 
76.0 

$   24.76 

17.33 

7.43 

$  101. 
19.05 
152. 


9.4 
1.4 
2.9 
3.5 
24.3 
21.8 


12.1 

2.8 

4.9 

2.0 

23.2 

21.1 


35.0 

6.0 

.8 

.3 

6.8 

25.4 

25.7 


48.8 
33.1 
16.3 
17.8 


51.5 
34.7 
16.0 
IS.O 


$3557. 
175. 


107. 

254. 
6.3 

150. 
54. 
15.50 
28.12 


$4564. 
185. 

135. 
275. 
6.3 
$  155. 
52. 
16.49 
35.95 


$   15. 
7.58 
2.93 
4.54 

5.1 
$  259. 


12. 
7.31 
2.33 
3.95 


$  281, 


'A 


45.7 
35.4 
18.0 
20.0 


$3495. 
153. 

92. 
136. 
5.0 
$  145. 
58. 
15.37 
24.02 


$   17. 
8.12 
4.22 
5.78 

5.1 
$  272, 


1.23 
1.11 


.92 
1.23 


$2094. 
1449. 
8.42 
$6587. 


$32u0. 
1511. 
12.35 
$8851. 


1.47 
.95 


$1323. 
839. 
4.88 
i,  5502 . 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Busiaess, 

Mercer  County,  1955 

The  nimhers  above  tne  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  pa.?;e  are  the  averages  for  the 
38  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  na;-ned  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  a.t  the  number  measurinii  the  efficiency  of  yoor  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  cr-  nare  your  efficiency  v/itn  that  of  other  farmers  in  yo-.u" 
locality. 
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Corn  yields  averaging  5.8  more  bushels  per  acre  gave  the  most  profitable 
farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  least  profitable  f arras .  Some  of  this  advantage,  hov/- 
ever,  v/as  lost  because  of  slightly  lower  yields  of  oats,  wheat, and  soybesuis.   In 
most  farm  management  studies  the  effect  of  high  crop  yields  on  relative  earnings  is 
very  apparent,  and  many  of  the  most  efficient  farmers  are  attempting  to  increase 
their  net  incomes  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  inprove  crop  yields  per 
acre. 

The  amo^mt  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled 
were  the  two  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  be- 
tween the  two  groups  of  farms.  The  13  most  profitable  farms  had  an  averaige  invest- 
ment of  $3978  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $3748  on  the  least  profitable 
group.   This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $15.49  and  $15.87  respectively, 
from  which  the  receipts  were  $35.95  and  $24.02  per  acre  for  the  two  gro'jgjs.  The 
high  income  group  fed  more  feed  per  farm  than  did  the  other  group,  and  for  each 
$100  v;orth  of  feed  fed  received  $185  in  livestock  returns  compared  with  $153  for 
the  other  group.  The  iniportant  kinds  of  livestock  were  beef  cattle  and  hogs. 
The  average  income  per  litter  of  hogs  was   $165  and  $145  for  the  tv;o  groups. 

While  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  thet  the  price  sit^jation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.  These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  undue  e:-cpansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  soui'ces  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose 
incomes  axe   largely  limited  to  one  soiirce. 

The  larger  income  on  the  moc;t  profita.ble  farms  was  secured  with  an  e:>:- 
pense  of  $7.31  per  acre  for  labor  and  $3.95  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $11.26  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  v/as  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense 
of  $8.12  for  labor  and  $5.78  for  power  and  :nachinery,  or  a  total  of  $13.90. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5 
percent  interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successf^ol  operators  had  $2974 
left  for  their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  had 
$428. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  coriiparison  of  production,  inco'Tie  and  cyrgensc   on  the  accoionting  farms  in 

.  Mercer  covait-j   for  the  last  five  yea,rs  is  interesting  "because  of  the  changes  in  price 

level.   Yields  of  corn  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  tlian  in  1934,  yet  the  income 

from  crops  was  $1406  less  than  it  was  in  1834.  Livestock  income,  on  the  other  hand, 
was  $2138  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $8.75  to  $17.09, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $10.54  to  $23.83,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935.   ■ 

Table  4. — COiViprj-ison  of  Srrnings  and  Investments  on  Accdonting 
F^rms  m  Mercer  County  for  1931-1955 


Items 


Number  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  - 
Het  income  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre  -  - 
'  Total  investment  per  acre  ----- 

1  Investment  per  farm  in: 

*l   Total  livestock  --------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs  -------------- 

Poultry  ------------- 


Gross  income  per  farm  -  - 


Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  --------- 

Miscella.neous  income  - 
Total  livestock  -  -  -  - 

Cattle-  -------- 

Dairy  sales  ------ 

Hogs  --------- 

Po'.iltry  -------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.-  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.-  - 


1931 


45 

240 

$  11.74 
17.09 
-J. 35 

$  129. 
190 . 


$4295 . 
1655. 
1872, 

150. 


•1444. 


44. 
2771. 

490. 

197. 
1872. 

174. 

$1839. 

51. 
■  39. 


1932 


240 

S  10 . 54 
12.54 
-2.00 

$  111. 
152. 


$3228. 

1518. 

988. 

98. 


I 


$2615.    $2534. 


$-343. 

35, 

2501. 

858, 

211. 

1229. 

149 , 

$1386. 

50. 
45. 


1-33 


Ob 
244 

$  16.90 
8.75 
8.15 

$  102. 
147. 


$2957. 

1565. 

746. 

80. 

$4125. 

$  746. 

35. 

3344. 

10-' -7 . 

1831. 
114. 

$1842. 

53. 
56. 


1934 


20.19 

9.03 

11.15 


$  105, 
149, 


$2588. 

1595. 

515. 

57, 

$4472 . 


$  -73. 

101. 
4571. 
1395. 

300. 
2373, 

195. 

$2245 . 

35. 
5. 


1955 


38 
228 

$  28.83 
15.09 
12.74 

$  100. 
151. 


$3204. 

1569. 

957. 


$6587. 


$-1479. 
78. 
5509. 
1957. 

301. 

3781. 

259. 

$2094. 

49. 
33. 


96 


-10- 

Vaxiation  ir.  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Averaige  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soilj  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dain- 
age,    frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fig'ore  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953,   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  below  average. 

Yields  vicre   much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  ttccount  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  b^oy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  fai-mers  for  commodities 
bo'jght  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  laroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  54  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  daring  1935,   For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December, 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  25  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  v/orth  $7.25  a  hijndred  in 
Jan^oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3eef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  aiid  lambs  from  $7,67  to  $9.30  a  hundred,  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  v;ool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  sane  year. 
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AIINUIL  FARM  BUS  HIES  S  R5P0RT  OK  THIRTY 
FARMS  IN  HSNDERSOII  COm^TY,  ILLIl-TOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cimnint^ha-ii,  S.  L.   Sauer* 

Tlie  trend  in  farm  earnint'^s  in  rienderson  coimty  continued  upward  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  hi>"hest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  30  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $1925  as 
compared  with  $1639  for  1934,  $1553  for  1933  and  a  loss  of^$585  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $73  lower  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4631  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $5021  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1510.   In 
1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1583  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.   This  accourits  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $935  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
an  increase  of  $629  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lov/er  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for 
the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corpor- 
ations reported  by  a  nationally  known  banl:  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent 
on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

Tlie  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  raant-gerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groaps  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  mana.^eraent. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  fai-mer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port. For  a  group  of  32  central  Illinois  farm  families;  in  the  Farm  Bireau  Farm 
Manc'^emtnt  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $353 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  fa'm  oroducts. 


*  G.  B.  Tlfetitman,  farm  adviser  in  Henderson  county,  cooperated  in  supervis- 
ing and  collecting  the  records  on  v/hich  this  report  is  based. 
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"Table  l*~Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  6n 
30  Accounting  Farms  in  Henderson  County,  1935  and  1S34 


Your 

Yo-or 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  eroense  per  farm  Cash  income  per  farm 

Horses $  $63  $51    $  $78  $80 

Cattle 538  183  1237  510 

Hogs 134  37  1823  1140 

Sheep 82  36  111  103 

Poultry  and  eggs 13  12  155  115 

Dairy  sales 241  179 

Feed  and  grains 642  287  783  836 

Machinery 665  332  122  36 

Improvements  -------  143  57  2    

Labor 248  100  78  71 

Miscellaneous  ------  27  25  1  1 

Livestock  expense  _  _  -  -  33  31           

Crop  expense  -------  122  109           

Taxes 211  218            


Total $      $3021  $1488    $      $4531  $3171 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock $      $738  $150 

Feed  and  .grains  __-_-___-____--_  -13  499 

Machinery  ----  ____-_-_-______  226  52 

Improvements  ------------------   -15  -82 

Total  inventory  change  ------------  $      $  935  $  529 


Summary 

Total  cash  income  ---------------  $      $4631  $3171 

Total  cash  expense  ---------------   3021  1488 

Cash  balance $      $1610  $1683 

Total  inventory  change  ------------- 955  529 

Receipts  less  expenses  -------------  $      $2546  $2312 


.1 
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Faxming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1S35  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  coiabined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat,  soy- 
beans, and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1934-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  diii-inc  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  v/hile  by  Secembe.r,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  laxge  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  v;ere  higher  on  Henderson  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts, 
averaged  $1823  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  v/ith  $1140  a  farm  in  1934.  Sales  of 
cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  w^re  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934; 
grain  sales,  hov/ever,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $53.   Total  cash  sales  were  $1450  a 
farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $1533  higher  a  farm  in  1935  tlian  in  1934, 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $332  a  faxm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $555  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.  Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include;  feeds, 
improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor.   Taxes  were  slightly 
lower  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  $13  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  tlian  at  the  beginning.   The 
inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  higher  in  1934.  Big  expen- 
ditiires  for  machinery  in  1935  broioght  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $225  per 
farm,  as  compared  with  an  increase  of  $62  per  farm  in  1934. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to  factors 
which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.  However,  the  same  degree  of  efficiency  of 
production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on  one  farm 
as  compared  with  other  farms.  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income  group  be- 
cause the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  hjippen  to  be  abnormally  high  or 
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Table  2, — Investi.ients,   Receipts,  Ex^jenses   and  3arnings   on 
30  Henderson  Co'onty  Fai'ms   in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   nTV3ST:EITTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  ------------- 

Sheep  _-----_-_-_- 

Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AITO  InTST  frCRZASES 

Livestoc  ;  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  -------___-_ 

poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales   --_--_--_- 
Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  fjrains  (including  AAA 
payments )----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

l.Uscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  i  net  increases 

EXPENSES  AI'TD  I'TET  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements-  ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneo'is  livestock 

decreases  

l^achinery  and  ecuipment  -  -  _  _ 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor-  ---------- 

Taxes-  ---  --_-__- 

Hiscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 
Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES  - 

Total  unpaid  labor  -------- 

Operator ' s  labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ----------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IlIVESTl.SNT 

Return  to  capital  suid   operator's 
labor  and  :iian-.i>5,ement  ------ 

55S  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  AND  !?ANAGEhEl^T  ^AGE 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 

30  fai-ms 


10  most 
profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 

farms 


$  15  095 

2  fal2 

2  1^^ 

394 

998 

637 

58 

56 

1  020 

1  515 

$  22  585 


$  15  862 

2  040 

2  174 

378 

1  041 

666 

34 

55 

1  088 

1  492 

$  22  656 


$  13  109 

2  742 

1  505 

348 

395 

458 

56 

48 

653 

973 

$  18  782 


$   3  453 


$  3  972 


72 

084 

830 

64 

75 

87 

241 

128 

78 
1 


$   3  660 


$  4  890 


$  1  973 


44 

42 

1  310 

323 

2  197 

1  152 

20 

47 

83 

55 

102 

49 

215 

285 

785 

171 

135 

13 





$  2  157 


156 


317 

33 
122 
248 
211 

27 


90 


279 

28 
151 
207 
226 

23 


$   1  114 


$ 


984 


i 


$  2  546 

620 
496 
124 

1  926 
8.53^ 

2  422 
1  129 

$   i  295 


$  3  906 

628 

540 

88 

3  278 
14.47^ 

3  818 
1  133 

$  2  685 


$ 


152 


215 

27 
108 
115 
184 

23 


824 


$  1  333 

555 
506 
150 

577 
3.60^ 


183 

939 


244 
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low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen  in  the  1935  records. 
Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year  than  most 
oth»r  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business  well  organized 
should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his 
own  progra;n  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for 
a  particular  tj-pe  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well 
planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they  have  oper- 
ated on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of 
livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Henderson  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  differ- 
ence of  $2501  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms 
which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in 
1935.   The  aveiage  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3278  and  $577  respectively 
(Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1210  was  in  inventory  and  $1353  was  in  cash.   The 
rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $23,  was  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash 
expenses  by  $2385  for  one  group  and  by  $1023  for  the  other  (Table  3).  The  cash 
balance,  as  represented  by  these  figiires,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  in- 
terest on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.  Where  the  cash  earnings  were 
high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health, 
education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard 
of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  a  difference  of  57  acres  between  that  third  of  the 
farms  which  were  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  least  profitable,  the 
farms  averaging  232  and  175  acres  respectively.   The  land  was  less  tillable,  by 
4.5  percent  and  was  worth  less  per  acre,  by  $7  on  the  most  profitable  group  of 
farms.   The  investment  in  improvements  an  acre  V7as  materially  less  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least  there  being  a  smaller 
total  investment  in  improvements  for  a  larger  number  of  acres. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Henderson 
county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $4890  and 
$2157  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $984  and  $824  respectively  (Table  2),. 
On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $21.07  and  $12,34  and  the  expenses  $6,95  and 
$8.47  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  various  crops  in  Henderson  coijnty  was 
abnormal  in  1935,  This  was  due  not  only  to  the  wet  weather  in  the  spring  of  1935 
which  interfered  with  the  intended  plantings  of  crops  but  also  to  the  drought  and 
chinch  bugs  of  the  previous  year  which  tended  to  throw  cropping  systems  out  of 
balance.  Much  of  the  land  that  would  normally  have  been  planted  to  standard  grain 
crops  for  the  area  was  either  seeded  to  buckwheat,  rye  or  other  special  crops,  left 
idle  or  fallow,  or  kept  for  hay  and  pasture. 

Handicaps  of  unseasonable  weather  were  better  overcome  on  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  were  most  profitable  than  on  that  third  which  were  least  profitable, 
as  indicated  by  a  larger  percent  of  the  land  in  corn,  oats,  and  soybeans  and  a 
smaller  percent  of  the  land  in  hay  and  pasture. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Eelpin,r  to  Aiialyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
30  Henderson  Co'u\tv  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


Yoijr 

farm 


Average  of 

30  farras 


10  most 
profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 
farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  su'ea  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  __-__- 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  - 
Total  investment  oer   acre  -  -  -  -  - 


$ 


302.2 
73.5 

18.10 
8.57 
9.53 

75, 
13.91 
112. 


232.1 
70.4 

21.07 

5.95 

14.12 

56. 

8.79 
98. 


174.8 
74.9 

12.34 
8.47 
3.87 

75. 

15.59 
107. 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 
Corn-  ------------ 

Oats-  ------------ 

Wheat  ------------ 

Soybeans  for  grain  ----- 

Other  cultivated  crops  -  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  - 
Kon-legume  hay  and  past^ore  - 


15.4 
1.6 
7.6 
5.2 

21.0 
9.7 


38.3 
21,7 

1.1 
12.5 

4.7 
15.8 

5.9 


35.5 
15.3 

5.7 

4.4 

24.5 

12.5 


Crop  j'ields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre-  -  - 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre-  -  - 

Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre 


47.2 

23.0 
14.1 


53.3 


18.4 


37.5 
21.7 

5.8 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  v/orth  of  fet;d  fed-  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poj.ltry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  pv^r  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farro-sfed  _  _  _  _  - 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  oroductive  L.  S.  ptr  A. 


$  1810. 
187. 

107. 
245 . 
5.8 
$   141. 
45. 
10.34 
16.72 


$1977. 
199. 

117. 

275. 

5.9 

$  137. 

55 . 

9.44 
16.92 


$  875. 
220. 

130. 

190. 

5.2 

$  133. 

58. 

5.51 
11.05 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  _  -  -  _ 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acr^ 


Nunber  of  work  iiorses  -  -  -  - 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  - 


$_ 


$   23. 

5.57 
2.55 
3.82 

4.4 

$  230. 


?-   13. 
5.53 
1.99 
3.11 

4.2 

$  202. 


$  35. 
6.87 
1.95 
3.55 

5.1 

$  219. 


Improvement  cost  per  acre 
Taxes  per  acre-  ----- 


.77  ! 
1.04  ! 


.39 
.97 


Cash  balance  --_-_--__-- 
Increase  in  inventory  ---__-_ 
Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receipts  per  fr<jrm  ------ 


I  $  1510.  I  $2386. 

I    935.  j   1520. 

\  8.53  I    14.47 

:  $  3360.  !  $4890. 


.87 

1.05 


$1023. 
310. 
3.60 
$2157. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficienc7  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Henderson  CO'onty  1S35 

le  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  o,re  the  averages  for  the 

)  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  xiained  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 

rawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  niamber  ineasurinb  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 

1  that  factor,  you  can  cor.Tpare  your  efficiency  "lita   that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
reality. 
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G-reater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  15.7  bijshels  of  corn,  10.9 
bushels  of  oats  and  11,6  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big 
advantage  over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent 
in  farm  management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing 
their  net  earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per 
acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings  be- 
tween the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  10  farms 
that  paid  the  best  were  $2.93  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$1101  per  farm  aore  than  on  the  10  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3).  Returns  per 
$100  invested  in  poultry  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter  of  pigs  farrowed  were 
higher  on  the  more  profitable  farms.  Although  there  was  a  lov/er  return  for  every 
$100  worth  of  feed  fed,  there  was  more  than  twice  as  much  feed  fed  and  a  $1,997 
greater  livestock  return  on  the  most  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  nost  profitable  farms  v/as  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $5.53  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.11  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$8.64  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  ^roup 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$6.87  for  labor  and  $3.55  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $10.42.  Improvement 
cost  per  acre  was  48  cents  less,  and  taxes  per  acre  were  8  cents  less  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  v/ere  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  farms  gave 
an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2685,  while  the  least 
profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $244. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  cosiparison  of  production,  income  and  eyr.oenses  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Henderson  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes  in 
price  level.   Yields  of  corn  and  wheat  were  much  hotter  in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet  the 
inconie  from  crops  was  $920  low^r  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  income,  on  the  other 
hand,  was  $1405  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  dixring  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.09  to  $10.78, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $5.56  to  $18.10,  the  la.tter  figure  heing  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Henderson  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 


1931 


1933 


1933 


1934 


193i3 


Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating'  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


(Jross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle  ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs- 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.   -  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  - 


50 
202 

$  7.02 
10.78 
-3.75 

$   95. 
157. 


$2458. 

305. 

1015. 

98. 

$1421. 


$-311. 
31. 
1390. 
181. 
150. 
924. 
114. 

$1277. 

46. 
44. 


41 

205 


5.55 

8.42 

-2.85 


32 
215 

14.31 
7.09 
7.22 


$  86. 
123. 


$1919. 

844. 

521. 

82. 

$1140. 


$-135. 

34. 

1105. 

200. 

119. 

595. 

57. 

$  855. 

55 . 
40. 


$   83. 
114. 


$  1709. 

830. 

414. 

62. 

$  3075. 


$  1352. 

40. 

1684. 

328. 

155. 

1045. 

83. 

$  1185. 

45. 
31. 


40 
205 

$  15.43 
7.45 
7.98 

$  71. 
104. 


$1506. 

554. 

364. 

54. 

$3168. 


$1048. 

72. 

2048. 

442. 

179. 

1213. 

111. 

$1583. 


30 
202 

$  13.10 
8.57 
9*53 

$  75. 
112. 


$2143. 

998. 

637. 

56. 

$3550. 


$  128. 

79. 

3453. 

1084. 

241. 

1830. 

162. 

$1510. 

47. 
15. 
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Variation  in  CroD  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vaxy  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dsun- 
age,  frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  atove  the  average  in  some  co^jnties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  con,bined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1934-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  v/cre  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  v/ere  below  average. 

Yields  were  much  ibove  average  in  1955  for  a  gro\;53  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  pirt  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  wero 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  ttie  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1954  follov/ed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  accoiant  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

price  Changes  in  1934  and  1955 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1954  Illinois  fp.rra  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  far.-aers  for  corimoditiss 
bo'oght  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-19?^  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  bet-;een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  dui'ing  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  .;rain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  190S-1914  level,  but  liad  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  am  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v/orth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1936,  but  only  48  cantr.  in  Dece-nber  (a 
rhift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  v;here  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Cats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  25  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  sane  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hog?  were  v.orth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan-oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3eef  cattle  advanced  from  $6,35 
to  $7.90,  and  lair.bs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
ce.its  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1,75  a  h-ondred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  50  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advcinced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  compai'ing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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ANNUAX  TARlli  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  FORTY-FOUR 
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P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

Tlie  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Henderson  and  Hancock  counties  continued 
upward  in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the 
past  five  years.  Records  from  44  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per 
farm  of  $1707  as  compared  with  $1365  for  1934,  $928  for  1933  and  a  loss  of  $388 
for  1933. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $27,  higher  per  farm 
in  1935  than  in  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4196  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2456  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1740,   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1713  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  mider  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  lander  the  cash  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $619  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
an  increase  of  $342  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accoijnts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lov/er  than  for  farms  included  in  tMs  accounting  service.   The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  fpjrmers  who  are  more 
efficient  the.n  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  gror^)  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  fai'mer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  wit'ri  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  tae  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  v/hen  estimr.ted  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  G,  B,  Whitman  and  T.  K.  Kafer,  farm  advisers  in  Henderson  and  Hancock 
counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is 
based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Inconie,  Cash  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
44  Accounting  Farms  in  Henderson  i  Eancock  Counties,  1935  and  19341/ 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses ___ _$  $  63$  40 

Cattle 370  125 

Hogs 85  59 

Sheep  ____-------  53  3 

Poultry  and  e^gs  ------  15  13 

Dairy  sales  --------         

Feed  and  grains   ------  526  798 

Machinery 487  359 

Improvements  --------  118  154 

Labor-  -----------  225  211 

Miscellaneous  -------  24  25 

Livestock  expense  -----  36  63 

CroL)  exoense  --------  137  138 

Taxes 206  208 

Total $      $2456  $2196 


Cash 

income  p 

er  farm 

$ 

$  85 

$  58 

819 

612 

1734 

1549 

109 

73 

167 

167 

280 

287 

854 

1021 

74 

71 

2 

— » 

57 

69 

5 

2 

$4196  $3909 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -_------------__-_---$ 

Feed  and  grains  ------------------ 

Machinery  --------------------- 

Improvements  -------------------- 

Total  inventory  change  --------------$ 


594 

$  135 

-95 

253 

144 

-17 

-24 

-29 

$  519  $  342 


Summary 

Total  cash  income  ----------------  -^ 

Total  cash  expense  ----------------- 

Cash  balance  -------------------  -^ 

Total  inventory  change  ---------------_ 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------------  -^ 


$4196 
2456 


$1740 
619 


$2359 


$3909 
2196 


$1713 
342 


$2055 


1^/  Records  from  Hancock  Cou^itj  only  for  19oC. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections,  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  conbinsd  yields  for  corn,  oats,  v/heat , 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  oy   December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  m  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Henderson  and  Hancock  county  farms  in  1935  than 
in  1934  (Table  1).   Eog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $1734  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1549  a  farm  in  1934. 
Cattle  sales  were  also  larger  in  1935  tlaan  in  1934;  grain  sales,  however,  were  less 
in  1935,  by  $157.   Total  cash  sales  were  $287  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during 
the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  ex-oenditures  averaged  $260  higher  a  faria  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $359  a  farm  in  1954,  but  increased  to  $487  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include  livestock 
purchases  and  labor.   Ta-xes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935  tlian  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1955,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  v/as  $95  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.   The 
inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  hi^'h  in  1934.  Big  expendi- 
tures for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $144  per 
farm,  as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $17  per   farm  in  1934.   In  either  of  the  last 
two  years,  there  has  not  been  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  maintain  in- 
ventory values . 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  lov/,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  follov;ed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  ca.n  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  -orofit  or  loss  on 
one  farm  as  comp^xed  with  ot?ier  fe;."ms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnoriru-dly 
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Table  2, — Investments,   Receipts,   Expenses   and  Eai'nings   on 
■'x'l  Hcnd,.rson  and  "ancoc/:  Co'juit;/  Farms   in  1S35 


T 


Items 

CAPITAL   IIIVaSTIGNTS 

Land  --------------- 

Farm  improvements  -------- 

Livestock  total  --------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs  ----  ________ 

Sheep  ------------- 

Poultry  _---_---_--- 
Machinery  and  eqaiipment   ----- 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  ----- 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AM  IJET  IlICREASES 

Livestock  total  --------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs  (including  AAA  pa.yments) 
Sheep   ------------- 

Poultry  -----___--_- 

Egg  sales  -  --__--__ 

Dairy  sales  --_-_-_--- 
Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA  pay- 
ments )------------- 

Labor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ------ 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases  - 

EXPENSES  AITD  '.JET  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements-  -------- 

Horses  -------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  ecfaipment     -  -  _  -  _ 
Feed,   grain  and  supplies   -  -  -  -  _ 

Livestock  expense     -------- 

Crop  expense  ----------- 

Hired  labor     ----------- 

Taxes-  -------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses   ------ 

Total   exoenses   and  net   decreases 

RECEIPTS   LESS  E:CPE"iJSES 

Total  unpaid   labor  -__--__-- 
Operator's    labor  --------- 

Family   labor  ----------- 

Net    income   from  investment   aiid 

management  ------------ 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IWSSTIffiNT 

Return  to   capital  and  operator's 
labor   and  management     ------- 

5^  of  capital   invested  --_--__ 
LABOR  Airo  I.IANAGSICSNT  WAGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
44  fai-ms 


15  most 
profitable 

farms 


15  least 
profitable 
farms 


$  17  139 

2  954 

1  791 

338 

742 

520 

78 

53 

947 

1  513 

$  24  344 


$  15  890 

2  426 

2  150 

414 

1  027 

602 

39 

68 

1  Q95 

1  713 

$  23  272 


$  16  743 

3  495 

1  558 

324 

415 

413 

142 

64 

824 

1  331 

$  23  751 


$   3  191 

35 

735 

1  882 

38 

74 

95 

280 

143 
57 

5 

$   3  395 


$   3  776 

40 

1  081 

2  080 

32 
105 
138 
300 

703 
100 

$  4  579 


$  _2_ 


14 

301 
1  507 

149 
70 
82 

285 


$  2 


140 


269 

36 
137 
225 
206 

24 


$   1  037 


100 


255 

31 
142 
225 
205 

21 


$ 


980 


$  2  359 

552 
511 
141 

1  707 
7.01-;b 


2  218 

1  217 

$   1  001 


$  3  599 

640 
540 
100 

2  959 

12.71^ 

3  499 

1  164 
$  2  335 


$_i. 


474 
2.00jS 


$   -229 
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high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  "be  seen  in  the 
1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable 
year  than  most  other  specialized  groups*  An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business 
well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  maize   drastic 
changes  in  his  ovm.   program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or 
low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  pai'ticular  year.  Some  farms 
that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because 
they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and 
efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  ye.-^jrs  of  labor. 

On  the  Henderson  and  Hancock  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there 
was  a  difference  of  $2485  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third 
of  the  farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least 
profitable  in  1935.  The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $2959  and 
$474  respectively  (Table  2).  Of  this  difference  $1235  was  in  inventory  and  $1228 
was  in  cash.   The  rest  of  the  difference,  amoimting  to  $22,  was  in  family  labor. 
Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2319  for  one  group  and  by  $1091  for  the  other 
(Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  fig'.ires,  was  the  a-mount  that 
was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  a.nd  to  pay  living  expenses.  Where 
the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance, 
home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that 
contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  a  difference  of  13  acres  between  tha.t  third  of  the 
farms  which  v/ere  most  profitable  and  that  third  \7hich  were  least  profitable,  the 
farms  averaging  214  and  201  acres  respectively.   The  land  was  more  tillable,  by 
2.5  percent  but  worth  less  per  acre,  by  $9  on  the  most  profitable  group  of  farms. 
The  investment  in  improvements  an  acre  was  materially  less  on  tae  farms  that  paid 
the  most  than  on  ohe  farms  that  paid  the  least,  there  being  a  smaller  total  invest- 
ment in  improvements  for  a  larger  number  of  acres. 

In  most  farm  management  c-tudies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  a.nd  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Henderson 
and  Hancock  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$4579  and  $2539,  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $980  and  $1403  respectively 
(Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $21.44  and  $12.53  and  the  expenses 
$7.59  and  $10.27  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  various  crops  in  Henderson  and  Hancock 
counties  was  abnormal  in  1935.   This  was  due  not  only  to  the  wet  weather  in  the 
spring  of  1935  which  interfered  with  the  intended  plantings  of  crops  but  also  to 
the  drought  and  chinch  bugs  of  the  previous  year  which  tended  to  throw  cropping 
systems  out  of  balance.   Much  of  the  land  tlia.t  would  norma.lly  have  been  planted  to 
standard  grain  crops  for  the  area  was  either  seeded  to  buck'ffheat,  rye  or  other 
special  crops,  left  idle  or  fallow,  or  :ept  in  hay  and  pasture. 

Handicaps  of  unseasonable  weather  were  better  overcome  on  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  were  most  profitable  than  on  tliat  third  which  were  least  profitable, 
as  indicated  by  a  larger  percent  of  the  land  in  corn  and  oats  and  a  smaller  percent 
of  the  land  in  other  cultivated  crops  and  hay  and  pasture. 


112 


-5- 

Tatle  3, — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
•1-1  Henderson  and  Hancock  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 

44  farms 


15  most 

profitable 

farms 


15  least 
profitable 
farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  _  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  ___-_- 
Value  of  iraproviments  per  acre  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 


207.2 
78.1 

16.39 
8.15 
8.24 

83. 
14.25 
117. 


213.5 
77.2 

21.44 

7.59 
13.85 

74. 
11.35 
109. 


201.0 
74.7 

12.63 

10.27 

2.35 

85. 
17.39 
118. 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn-  ------------- 

Oats-  ------------- 

Wheat  ---  ________ 

Soybeans  for  grain  _-_--- 
Other  cultivated  crops  _  -  _  _ 
Legume  hay  and  pasture  _  _  _  _ 
Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  - 


29.7 
15.5 

4.7 
10.1 

9.5 
19.3 
10.1 


35.0 
20.8 

2.7 
11.8 

5.9 
15.5 

8.2 


19.5 
15.0 
5.7 
11.5 
14.8 
21.5 
10.0 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre 


45.8 
31.5 
15.1 
13.9 


54.2 
34.5 
20.9 

20.4 


36.7 

25.9 

12.8 

5.9 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter   ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  _  _  -  -  _ 
Dairy  s^.les  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  par  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$  1658. 

189. 

115. 

235. 

5.1 

$   145. 

48. 

8.17 
15.23 


$  1902. 
199. 

111. 

289. 

6.1 

$   144. 

43. 

9.85 
17.56 


$  1341. 
186. 

117. 

205. 

5.0 

$   152. 

50. 

5.65 
12.41 


Kan  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  _  _  _  . 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  _  _  . 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 


number  of  work  horses  -  -  - 
Value  of  fead  fed  to  horses 


$   25. 

5.24 
1.98 
3.50 

4.5 
$  215. 


$   18. 

5.80 
1.82 
3.13 

4.3 
$  224. 


$   33. 

5.57 
2.11 
3,55 

4.8 

$  209. 


Improvement  cost  per  acre 
Taxes  per  acre   -  _  _  _  . 


.68 
.99 


.47 

.95 


.95 
.87 


Cash  balance  -.-_--- 
Increase  in  inventory  -  - 
Rate  earned  on  investment 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  - 


-  percent  -  - 


$  1740. 
519. 
7.01 
$  3395. 


$  2319. 
1280. 
12.71 
$  4579. 


$  1091. 
45. 
2.00 
$  2539. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of     Various  Parts  of  Yoijr  Business, 
Henderson  and  Hancock  Counties    1935 
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The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  paji^e  axe  the  averages  for  the  44 
farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  naiaed  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By  draw- 
ing a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  maas'oring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm  in 
that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  v/ith  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 


locality 

• 

e.  ■  ■  ' 

Rate  earned 

on  investment 

Cro 

p  yields 

Hogs:   Income 

per  litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales 
per  dairy  cow 

Poultry  ret-urns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100  of 
of  feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

CD 
O 

% 
rH 

tn 
cti 
o 

Gross 
receipts 

B 

C*H 

•H 

CO 
CD 
U 
O 

CO 

•-i 

CD 

CO 

pi 
cT 

u 
o 
o 

CO 
rH 

CD 

m 

B 

CO 

-p 

a 
o 

Soybeans, 

bushels 

u 
o 

rH 

Power  and 
machinery 

CD 

u 
o 

u 

CD 
P4 

a 

Ch 

U 
CD 

Ph 

1  17 

66 

47 

24 

221 

98 

335 

239 

1.24 

.80 

15 

2119 

3240 

25 

6396 

332 

15 

62 

44 

22 

206 

88 

315 

229 

2.24 

1.30 

17 

1819 

2940 

24 

5796 

307 

13 

58 

41 

20 

191 

78 

295 

219 

3.24 

1.80 

19 

1519 

2640 

22 

5196 

282 

11 

54 

38 

18 

176 

68 

275 

209 

,4.24 

2.30 

21 

1219 

2340 

20 

4596 

257 

9 

50 

35 

16 

151 

58 

255 

199 

5.24 

""" 
2.80 

23 

919 

2040 

18 

3996 

232 

7.01 

45.8 

31.5 

13.9 

146 

48 

235 

189 

5.24 

3.30 

25 

619 

1740 

15;39 

3395 

207 

5 

42 

1 

29 

12 

131 

38 

215 

179 

7.24 

3.80 

27 

319 

1440 

14 

2796 

182 

3 

38 

26 

10 

116 

23 

195 

169 

8.24 

4.30 

29 

19 

1140 

12 

2196 

157 

■   1 

34 

23 

8 

101 

18 

175 

159 

9.24i  4.80 

31 

-281 

840 

10 

1596 

132 

-1 

30 

20 

6 

86 

155 

149 

! 
i 

10.24| 5.30 

33 

-581 

540 

8 

996 

107 

-3 

25 

17 

4 

71 

135 

139 

11.24 

5.80 

35 

-881 

240 

6 

396 

82 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amountine  to  17.5  bushels  of  corn,  8.7  bushels 
of  oats  and  13,5  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  nujst  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm 
management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net 
earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amoxrnt  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  15  farmsj 
that  paid  tae  best  were  $3.20  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$561  per  farm  more  than  on  the  15  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  5).  Returns  per 
$100  invested  in  poultry  were  considerably  higher  on  the  more  profitable  farms.  For 
every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  prod'octive  livestock  on  the  farms  that  paid  the 
best,  there  was  a  return  of  $199  as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $185  for  the  same 
amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 


The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.80  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.13  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $893  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  w?s  accompanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by 
an  expense  of  $6.57  for  labor  and  $3.36  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$10.23.   Improvement  cost  per  acre  was  48  cents  less,  and  taxes  per  acre  were  9  cents 
more  on  the  farm  that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allov/ance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more:  profitable  groi:^  of  farms  gave 
an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2335,  while  the  least 
profitable  group  of  farms  lacked  $229  of  paying  five  percent  on  the  investment  and 
left  nothing  for  operator's  labor  and  management. 


Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  inco'.ne  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Henderson  and  Hancoch  counties  for  the  last  five  ^eajrs  is  interesting  because  of  the 
changes  in  price  level.   Yields  of  corn  and  oats  vrere  much  better  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  yet  the  income  from  crops  was  $333  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  income, 
on  the  other  hand,  was  $550  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.34  to  $10.93, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $5.17  to  $16.39  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — Comp-'Xison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Henderson  and  Hancock  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19311/ 


■  9321/ 


1933^/ 


E 


Items 


1.934. 


1  935 


Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  - 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs  --  

Poultry  ------- 


30 
195 

$  7.93 
10.93 
-3.00 

$  123. 
175. 


$2281. 
920. 
798. 
100. 


Gross  income  per  faxra 


$1549. 


Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle  ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs 

Poultry  ------- 


-  $-223. 
23. 
1525. 
129. 
209. 
1042. 
133. 


Cash  balance 


Average-  jdeld  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  so/oeens  in  bu. 


-\  ■  44. 
-i  29. 
20. 


30 
197 

$   6.17 

8.14 

-1.97 

$  112. 
151, 


$1670. 

713. 

430. 

84. 

$1215. 


$  -70, 

42. 

1174. 

231. 

145. 

659. 

91. 


-|  $1240.   1$  953. 


52. 

41. 
25. 


33 
206 

$  11.85 
7.34 
4.51 

$  92. 

126. 


$1558. 

671. 

384. 

65. 

$2439. 


$  755. 

43. 

1641. 

276. 

156. 

1049 . 

128. 

$1273. 

38. 

28. 

20. 


33 
217 

14.70 
8.40 
6.30 

98. 
136. 


$  1647. 

720. 

415. 

64. 

$  3188. 


$  1713. 

11. 
10. 
17. 


44 
207 

$  16.39 
8.15 
8.24 

$  83. 
117. 


$1791. 

742. 

520. 

53. 

$3396. 


476. 

$  143. 

71. 

62. 

2641 . 

3191. 

503. 

735. 

287. 

280. 

1593. 

1882. 

161. 

169. 

$1740. 

45. 
32. 

14. 


1/  Records  from  Hancock  Comit^''  only  included  for  1951,  1932,  and  1934. 
2/  Records  from  Hajicock  and  Schuyler  Counties  included  for  1933. 
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Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
aJid  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
aige,  frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  coionties  and 
below  average  in  other  coimties  (Figure  1),  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bo  low  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1955  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis,   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  b^oy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  name  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bo'jght  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  betv;een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'oi-ing  1935,   For  the  United  Statc-s  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 


I 


I 


Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v/orth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  25  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan'oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3eef  cattle  advanced  from  $5.33 
to  $7.90,  and  larr.bs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Sutterfat  advanced  from  29     ^1 
ceats  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  h-ondred,  eggs       '' 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  compai'ing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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JiinTUAL  FARM  BUSINESS  RSPOHT  OH  FORTY-FOUR 
FARMS  IN  MCDONOUGH  COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunninglian,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

Tlie  trend  in  farm  earnint^-'s  in  McDonO'o^ii  county  continued  upward  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  froiji  44  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  oer  farm  of  $3000  as 
compared  with  $1879  for  1934,  $2084  for  1933,  a  loss  of  $347  for  1933  and  a  loss 
of  $562  for  1931. 

On  a  cash  hasis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $12  lower  per  farm  in  1935 
than  in  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5745  in  1935,  the  average  cash 
business  expenditure  was  $3450  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2295.   In  1934 
the  cash  "balance  was  $2307  per  farm.   Inventory  increases  were  larger  in  1935  than 
in  1934,  which  accotmts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  "between  the  accounting'  basis 
and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1392  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted 
with  $221  per  fpjrm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shoAvn  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  i:;,rmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  vage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agricultui-e  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  cf  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  Imown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  caoital  in  1935,  as  coirpared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  t"ne  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  man?gerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difiicult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a-  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accouiits  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  vrage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  f?,rm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  faxm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  R.  C.  Doneghue,  farm  adviser  in  I^cDonough  county,  cooperated  in  super- 
vising and  collecting  the  records  on  v;hich  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1,— C; sh  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 

44  Accounting  Farms  in  McDonouGh  County,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 



farm 

Aver. 

Aver, 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses ___-$  ^79*   5^ 

Cattle 565  466 

Hogs 99  .1G5 

Sheep  _-_-_-_  25  1 

Poultry  and  e^gs  -  -  25  18 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  

Feed  and  -rains  923  1097 

Machinery  -----  760  405 

InoroveiTients  -  -  -  -  179  189 

Labor  -------  255  221 

Miscellaneous   -  -  -  29  29 

Livestock  expense  -  51  72 

Crop  expense  -  -  -  -  146  165 

Taxes  -. _  -  - 202  207 

Total $      $3450  $  3036 


Cash  income  per  farm 


$ 


101 

$  72 

1480 

1453 

2258 

2052 

73 

45 

264 

208 

319 

225 

1001 

1151 

183 

69 



2 

64 

54 

2 

2 

$5745  $5343 


Inventory  change s 

Livestock     ----------__--__-_-$ 

Feed  and  grains      --_----_--____-. 

Machinery     ----_----__-_-__-_. 

Improvements  ------------------ 

Total   inventory  change   ------_---_-$ 


$1067 

$  86 

103 

211 

237 

-31 

-15 

-45 

$1392  $  221 


(V 


S'O-maary 

Total  cash  income  -------_-----__$ 

Total  cash  expense  -----------__-_ 

Cash  balance  --------___-__-_-  _^~ 

Total  inventory  change  ----------___ 

Receipts  less  expenses  ---------.----$ 


$5745 

3450 

'$ 


2295 
1392 


$5343 
3056 


$2307 
221 


$3687  $2528 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois,  For  the  state  as  a  v/hole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat,  coy- 
beans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  tlian  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig,  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  Ipjrge  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  McDonough  county  forms  m  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Aiministration  receipts, 
averaged  $2258  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $2062  a  farm  in  1934.  Sales  of 
cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934; 
grain  sales,  hoT/ev^r,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $150,   Total  cash  sales  averaged  $402 
larger  a  farm  in  1935  than  during  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $414  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $405  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $760  in  1935,  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  livestock 
purchases  and  labor.   Taxes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  only  $103  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  higher  in  1934.   Big  expenditures  for 
machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $237  per  farm,  as  com- 
pared with  a  decrease  of  $31  per  farm  in  1934.   Last  year,  there  v/as  not  enough  money 
spent  on  improvements  to  offset  depreciation,  as  was  also  the  case  in  1934. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efiiciency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  which  tne  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on 
one  farm  as  compared  7/ith  other  farms.   A  farm  may  be  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally 
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Table   2. — Iiivestments ,   Receipts,   Expenses   and  Earnings   on 
44  KcDonoij^h  Coimt^  Farnis   in   1S3'*'" 


Items 


Yoior 

farm 


Average  of 
44-   farms 


15  most 

profitable 

farms 


15   least 
profitable 
farms 


CAPITAL   IIIVSSTLGKTS 


Land  ------------ 

Farm  improvements      -  _   -   -   - 
Livestock  total     ------ 

Horses  ---------- 

Cattle  ---------- 

Hogs 

S'neep     ---------- 

Poultry     --------- 

Machinery   and  equipment      -   - 

Feed,    ^Tain  axid  supplies   -  - 

Total   C'-Loital   investment 


RECEIPTS   &ED  IIET   IlICRIiASES 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ---  ___---_ 

Cattle  ------------ 

HOt;s  (including;  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AiA 
pajmients)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &.   net  increases 

EXPENSES  AlTD   IHIT  DECRIASSS 


$  21  773 

3  786 

1  964 

573 

384 

575 

44 

82 

1  361 

2  078 
$  30  962 


$   4  668 


52 
340 
625 

63 
115 
143 
319 

181 

64 
2 


$   4  915 


Farm  improvements   -------- 

Horses   --_-----_---. 

Miscellaneous  livestock  decreases_ 
Machinery  and  equipment   -  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  -------- 

Crop  ex"pense  ----------- 

Hired  labor  ----------- 

Taxes   -------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  ------ 

Total  exoenses  &  net  decreases  - 


194 


340 

51 

146 

236 

202 

29 


$22  268 

4  014 

2  283 

411 

1  080 

589 

23 

83 

1  432 

2  861 


$32  861 


74 

1  650 

3  503 

22 

127 

184 

580 

459 

80 

1 


361 

67 
180 
344 
208 

25 


1$   1  328 


$  1  417 


$  19  605 

3  190 

1  506 

365 

584 

425 

27 

105 

1  185 

1  357 


!$ 


26  944 


$  6  140   I  $  3  091 


54 

751 

750 

36 

131 

155 
214 


49 
4 


$  6  680   I  $  3  144 


$   232   I  $ 


159 


333 
145 

37 
123 
142 
195 

28 


$   1  172 


RECEIPTS  LESS  E'PS"SES  -  - 


Total  unpaid  labor  ---------- 

Operator's  labor  ---------- 

Family  labor  ------------ 

llet   income  from  investment  and 

management  ------------- 

RATS  EARNED  ON  Il^T?:sT:EiTT 

Retui'n  to  capital  and  operator's  labor 

and  management  ___-------- 

5%   of  capital  invested  -------- 

LABOR  AND  I.'AIIASEIXT  ^TAGE 


i 


$   3  687 

687 
537 
150 

3  000 
9.69-0 


$  5 


:oo 


3  537 
1  548 
1  989 


675 
530 
145 

4  588 
Iti .  96  }o 

5  118 
1  643 

$  5  475 


1  972 

595 
540 
155  1 1 

1  277 

A   7Ati 


817 
3471 


470^ 
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high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  Idnd  may  be  seen  in  the 
1935  records.  Producers  of  "beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable 
year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business 
well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic 
changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or 
low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.  Some  farms 
that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because 
they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and  effi- 
cient herds  of  livestock  are  tloe  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  McDonough  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  diff- 
erence of  $3311  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  faj-ms 
which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in 
1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $4588  and  $1277  respectively 
(Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1258  was  in  inventory  and  $2033  v/as  in  cash.   The 
rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $20,  was  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash 
expenses  oy   $3568  for  one  group  and  by  $1635  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash 
balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  inter- 
est on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Where  the  cash  earnings  were 
high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health, 
education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard 
of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  most  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  this  study  averaged  216 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  203  acres;  a  difference  of  13  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  approximately 
the  same  but  the  value  per  acre  w?s  $5  more  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   Improve- 
ments were  better  on  the  ...ore  profitable  farms,  as  indicated  by  a  $2.85  greater 
inventory  valuation  per  acre  than  was  found  on  the  least  profitable  farms  (Table  3). 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  McDonou^ 
county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $5680  and 
$3144  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1417  and  $1172  respectively  (Table 
2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $30.97  and  $15.52  and  the  expenses  $9,70 
and  $9.22  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
gToups  of  farms,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  percent  of  tillable  land  in 
corn,  by  13.5  percent;  and  in  soybeans,  by  3.5  percent;  and  a  smaller  percent  of 
tillable  land  in  wheat,  by  5.7  percent;  and  non-leguine  hay  and  pasture  by  8.7  per- 
cent.  The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  was  particularly  high  on 
both  groups  of  farms,  indicating  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to 
adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Tatle  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Axialyze  the  Far.n  Business  on 
44  UcDonou^h  County  Farms  in  1935 


4 

4 


Items 

Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn  ----------  ----- 

Oats   --------------- 

\7heat 

Soybeans  for  i'rain  -------- 

Other  cultivated  crops   ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture   ------ 

Hon-legvune  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre   -------- 

Oats,  hu.  per  acre   -------- 

Fneat ,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

Soybeans ,  bu.  per  acre   ------ 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle   ---  --------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter  ---_--- 
Income  per  litter  fcxrowed  -  -  -  _  _ 
Dair^  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Im&^tment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A. 
Rccp'pts  from  productive  L.S.  per  A. 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income  - 
Man  labor  cost  per- crop  acre  -  -  -  -  . 
I'achinery  cost  per  croo  acre  -  -  -  - 
P&\.-er  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  wor".:  .lorses  -----_-_. 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  Jiorses  ------ 

Improvement  cost  per  acre   _--__. 
Tc.xes  per  acre  _------_--_. 

Cas.i  balance  ----_-__----. 

Increase  in  inventory  -------_. 

■Rg-tf-  earned  on  investment  -  percent  -  ■ 
Gross-  receipts  per  farm  -------- 


Your 
farm 


Average   of 
44  farms 


15  most 
prof  ital&le 

farms 


15  least 
profitable 
farms 


218.4 
86.4 

22.51 

8.77 

13.74 

100. 

17.34 
142. 


215.7 
84.7 

30.97 

9.70 

21.27 

103. 
■  18.51 
152. 


202.6 
84.2 

15.52 
9.22 

5.30 

97. 
15,75 
135. 


35.3 

16.2 

6.3 

5.5 

5.8 

16.0 

14.8 


41.3 
15.3 
4.4 
8.3 
4.3 
17.0 
9.4 


27.8 

15.7 
10.1 
4.8 
7.0 
16.5 
IS.l 


50.4 
39.1 
15.5 
20.8 


55.0 
39.1 
16.9 
23.4 


40.7 
32,8 
12.7  I 

18.2 


$  2413. 
191. 


145. 
280. 

6.3 
142. 
58. 

9.62 
21.09 


19. 
5.88 
2.15 
3.13 

4.5 
215. 


2905. 
209. 

165. 

328. 
6.6 

153. 
98. 
11.15 
28.12 


15. 

6.31 
2.30 
3.42 

4.9 
250. 


1727. 
175. 

115. 
247. 

5.4 
133. 
42. 

7.58 
14.99 


$    26. 

5.84 
2.58  I 

4.2 

$   190. 


.89 
.92 


$ 


1.08 
.95 


$ 


.83 
.96 


$  2295. 
1392. 
9.69 
$  4915. 


$   3668. 
1595. 
13.96 
$  5680. 


$   1535. 

337. 
4.74' 

$   3144. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

McDonooeh  County  1935 


The  numbers  above  the 
44  farms  included  in  t 
drawing  a  line  across 
in  that  factor,  you  ca 
locality. 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  14.3  bushels  of  corn,  6,3  bushels 
of  oats,  4,2  bushels  of  wheat,  and  5,2  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  15  most  pro- 
fitable farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  15  least  profitable  farms,  i 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  15 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $3,57  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $1178  per  farm  more  than  on  the  15  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poiiltry  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on 
the  more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  live- 
stock on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $209  as  contrasted     ^ 
with  a  return  of  $176  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable       1 
farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $6,31  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3,42  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $9.73  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  similar  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by 
an  expense  of  $5,84  for  labor  and  $3.35  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$9,19. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family 
labor  and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of 
farms  gave  an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $3475,  while 
the  least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $470, 


i 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-yea.r  psriod 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accountin,^ 
farms  in  McDonou^-li  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the 
changes  in  price  level.   Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  viera   much  better  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  yet  the  income  per  farm  from  crops  was  $84  less  than  it  was  in  1934.  The  lower 
income  from  crops,  however,  v;as  offset  by  a  larger  income  from  livestock,  amounting 
to  $1158.   Operating  costs  per  acre  diiriai,-  the  five  years  have  ranged  from  $8.15  to 
$13.44,  while  j^ross  income  per  acre  has  ranged  from  $8.59  to  $22.51,  the  latter  figure 
being  for  1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnin;-;s  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  McDonough  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 

ITumber  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 

Gross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  ----- 

IJet  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  -_--_-----_- 

Hogs  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Gross  income  per  fsxm   ------ 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income   _  -  _  _  - 
Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle   ------------ 

Dairy  sa,les  ---------- 

Hogs 

Poultry  ------------ 

Cash  balance   -_-__-_--_ 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  v/heat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.   -  - 


1931 


39 
315 

$  10.38 
13.44 
-3.05 

$  127. 
175. 


$2342. 

1125, 

1085. 

137. 

$2245, 


$-534. 

36. 

2209. 

309. 

279. 

$1349. 

220. 

$1803. 

45. 

47. 


1932 


30 
222 

$  8.59 
10.16 
-1.57 

$  97. 
140. 


$1981. 

795. 

538. 

57. 

$1905. 


$-268. 

51. 

1844. 

403. 

219. 

$1022. 

190. 

$1132. 

63. 
17. 
53. 


1933 


30 
221 

$  17.58 
3.15 
9.43 

$  98. 
137. 


$2024. 
963. 
543. 
115. 

$3885. 


$1329, 

25. 

2530. 

474. 

262 , 

$1590. 

151. 

$1849, 

50, 
24. 
34. 


1934 


36 
237 

$  IS. 10 
8.18 
7.92 

$  99. 
138. 


$2027. 

1025. 

542. 

78. 

$3821, 


$  265. 

56. 

3500, 

999. 

225. 

$2002. 

188. 

$2307. 

15. 

15. 

9. 


1935 

44 
218 

$  22.51 
8.77 

15.74 

$  100. 
142. 


$1964. 

884. 

576. 

82. 

$4915. 


$  181. 

66. 

4658. 

1340. 

319. 

$2525 , 

258. 

$2295. 

50. 
15. 
39. 
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Variation  m  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  ahove  the  average  in  some  co^anties  and 
telov;  avera^^e  in  other  counties  (Figure  1),  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  w^re  above  average,  while  v;heat  and  oats  yields  were  be-low  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  btgirming  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  v^rMch  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  60  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-192S  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  rroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  betv/een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d^aring  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan'oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $5.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.57  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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ANMJAL  Ymii   BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  THIRTY 
lABllS   IN  PEORIA  COUl^Y,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  J.  Ackerman* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Peoria  county  continued  upward  in  1935  and 
net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  t'ne  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  30  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $2207  as 
compared  with  $968  for  1934,  $1572  for  1933  and  a  loss  of  $490  for  1932. 

On  a  ca.sh  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $684  higher  per  farm 
in  1935  than  in  1934*  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3556  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2457  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2099,   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1415  per  farm.  Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $833  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
an  increase  of  $298  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  5.5  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  vi^ith  4.4  percent  in  1934, 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capita.list  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  riianagerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic v;ell-being  of  farmers  with  other  groijps  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  chra'ge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port. For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  -nroducts. 


*  J,  liV,  Whisenand,  farm  adviser  in  Peoria  county,  cooperated  in  supervis- 
ing and  collecting  the  records  on  Ti^hich  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  C'langes  on 
Accomitin^-  Farms  in  Peoria  Cou^ity,  1935  find  19341/ 


Your 

■ 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

faj-m 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses $  $  38  $  53 

Cattle 137  119 

Hogs 43  19 

Sheep 150  19 

Poultry  and  e^Gs   _____  30  12 

Dairy  sales  _______         

Feed  and  grains 368  493 

Machinery  ______  935  334 

Improvements  -_-----  96  114 

Labor 203  103 

Miscellaneous  -__---  28  25 

Livestock  expense  -  -  _  _  32  24 

Crop  expense  -__-___  163  103 

Taxes 194  182 

Total $  $2467  $1635 


Cash  income  per  farm 
$ 


$   53 

$  73 

58S 

417 

1450 

1211 

156 

40 

312 

205 

320 

192 

1231 

718 

330 

93 



4 

123 

91 

3 

6 

$4556     $3050 


Inventory  chanjges 

Livestock  ___________________  $ 

Feed  and  grains  --__---____-____ 

Machinery  ---_--__--_________ 

Improve.Tients  ------------------ 

Total  inventory  change  ____________  $ 


$  455  $  87 

94  313 

355  -23 

-71  -79 


$  833  $  298 


Summary 

Total  cash  income-  _______________  $ 

Total  cash  expense  ----_--________ 

Cash  talance  __________________  $ 

Total  inventory  change  _____________ 

Receipts  less  ejrpenses  _____________  $ 


$4556 
2467 


$2099 
833 


$2932 


$3050 
1635 


$1415 
298 


$1713 


1/  Records  from  Peoria,  Schuyler  and  Fulton  Co'UJities  included  for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  195o 

?arm  earnin,':;s  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois,   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wneat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  o^^riod,  1924-1933. 
There  v/as  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  pla,ce  d'lrinc;  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  cq-aal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16,2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  trisn  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
f?rms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sa,les  wervj  higher  on  Peoria  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Hog  sales,  includhng  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts, 
averaged  $1450  a.  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1211  a  farm  in  1934,  Sales  of 
cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dair.y  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934; 
grain  sales  wer^  also  l-^rger  in  1935,  by  $513.  Total  cash  s^.les  were  $1516  a  farm 
larger  in  1935  tha.n  during  the  year  ea^rlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $832  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  wa,s  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $354  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $985  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.  Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  crop  ex- 
pense, livestock  purchases  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upwaxd  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  v/as  only  $94  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big  ex- 
penditures for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $355  per 
farm,  as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $23  per  farm  in  1934.   In  either  of  the  past 
two  years  there  has  not  been  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  maintain  inven- 
tory values. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  fa.rms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  fa.ctors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  tha,t  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  s.?me  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  compaj-ed  with  other  farms,  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-in- 
come group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be 
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Table  2, — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 

30  Peoria  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 
30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 

profitable 

farms 


CAPITAL   IIIVESTISNTS 


Land  _---__--_-- 
Farm  improvements  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  total  -  -  -  -  - 

Horses  --------- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs  --  ______ 

Sheep  --------- 

Poultry  __-__-__ 

Machinery  and  equipment  - 

Feed,  grain  and.   supplies  - 

Total  capital  investment 


18  167 

3  485 

1  827 

418 

728 

528 

61 

92 

1  382 

1  715 


$  27  577 


$  18  021 

2  992 

2  104 

416 

876 

702 

4 

105 

1  452 

1  978 

$  25  547 


$  19  794 

3  550 

1  633 

449 

585 

354 

53 

92 

1  250 

1  489 

$  27  725 


RECEIPTS  AI'TD  ITST  IIJ0REA3ES 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ---------__-- 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments)-  - 
Sheep  ---_---_--_-_ 
Poultry  ------------ 

Egg  sales  ----------- 

Dairy  sales  _-___-___- 
Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
pajmients)  ------------ 

Labor  off  farm  ----_-_-_- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ------ 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases  - 


-  $ 


$   2  956 

24 

508 

1  635 

145 

85 
217 
320 

957 
123 

3 

$   4  019 


$   3  599 

50 
748 
2  000 
165 
100 
233 
303 

1  084 
155 

2 

$  4  851 


$  2  296 


338 

1  253 

53 

77 

249 

325 

537 
91 

5 

$   3  029 


EXPEITSES  AlTD  JET  DECREASES 
Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  _  _  - 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  ----- 

Livestock  expense  -_--__-- 
Crop  expense  ---___--_-_ 
Hired  labor  -  ---------- 

Taxes-  _-------_--___ 

Miscellaneous  e:-penses  -_-_-_ 
Total  expenses  and  &  not  decreases  $ 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPEIISES 


Total  unpaid  labor  -----__ 
Operator's  labor  ----___ 
Family  labor  --------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ----------- 

RATS  EARNED  ON  IITITESTMENT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  miinai.,"emGnt   -  _  _  _  . 

5^  of  capital  invested  _  _  _  _  . 

LABOR  Airo  MANAGElffiNT  WAGE 


157 


300 

32 
153 
203 
194 

28 


1  087 


3 


2  932 

725 
535 
190 

2  207 

8.00fo 

2  760 
1  379 


$   1  381 


158 


432 

38 
168 
181 
179 

27 


$   1  193 


$   3  658 

572 
540 
132 

2  986 

11.25^ 


3 
1 


526 
327 


$  2  199 


185 

8 


187 

35 
141 
185 
195 

25 


959 


070 


728 
525 
202 

1  342  ' 

4.84j^ 


922 

386 


535 
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abnorraeJly  high  or  lor  in  tlieir  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen 
in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cr.ttle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  yeaj-  than  aost  other  specialised  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  ?/ho  has  his 
business  ''vell  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  Icind  to  make 
drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high 
or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms 
that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because 
they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a.   short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and  effi- 
cient herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Peoria  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $1544  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in  1935, 
The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $2986  and  $1342  respectively  (Table 
2).   Of  this  difference  $147  was  in  inventory  and  $1441  was  in  ca,sh.   The  rest  of 
the  difference,  aLiounting  to  $56,  was  in  family  labor.  Sales  exceeded  cash  ex- 
penses by  $2734  for  one  group  and  by  $1293  for  the  other  (Table  5).   The  cash 
balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  ajnount  that  v/as  left  to  pay  in- 
terest on  borroT.'ed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses,  Ifneve   the  cash  earnings 
?/ere  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences, 
health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the 
standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  v/as  a  difference  of  8  acres  between  that  third  of  tne  farms 
which  were  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  least  profitable,  the  farms 
averaging  204  and  196  acres  respectively.  On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  the  per- 
cent of  tillable  land  v/as  approximately  the  same  but  the  value  per  acre  was  $13 
lower  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   The  value  of  improvements  per  acre  v/as  also 
lower  by  $3.49  on  the  most  profitable  farms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  not  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  betv/een  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  v;as  found  to  be  strikirig.ly  true  on  these  Peoria 
county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $4851  and 
$3029  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1193  and  $959  respectively  (Table 
2).  On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  v/ere  $23.81  and  $15.47  and  the  expenses  $9,15 
and  $8.62  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  varioxis  crops  in  Peoria  county  was  ab- 
normal in  1935,   This  was  due  more  to  the  drought  and  chinch  bugs  of  the  previous 
year  which  tended  to  throw  cropping  systems  out  of  balance  than  it  was  to  the  wet 
weather  in  the  spring  of  1935  which  interfered  somewhat  with  the  intended  plantings 
of  crops.  A  larger  acreage  of  corn  and  soybeans  on  the  more  profitable  farms  indi- 
cates that  the  handicaps  of  unseasonable  v.-eather  were  better  overcome  on  this  group 
of  farms,  and  that  this  was  an  important  factor  affecting  earnings. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helpin^i  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
30  Peoria  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  -___--- 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in; 

Corn-  --------------- 

Oats- _- 

IVheat 

Soybeans  for  grain  __-----_ 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture-  ------ 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre-  -------- 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre-  -------- 

Wneat,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre  ______ 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  --_-------_--_ 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  -  -  -  _  _ 
Dairy  sales  per  d-iry  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  _  _  _  _ 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  _  _  -  _ 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  -  - 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ---___ 
Taxes  per  acre-  --------___ 

Cash  balance-  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 
Gross  receipts  oer  farm  ------- 


Your 
farm 


$ 


Average  of 
30  farms 


203.5 
76.7 

$   19.75 

8.90 

10.85 

$   94. 

17.13 
5  13S. 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


203.7 
78.4 

$   23.81 

9.15 

14.65 

4>   88 . 

14.69 
$  130. 


10  least" 
profitable 
farms 


195.8 
78.6 

15.47 
8.62 
6.85 

$  101. 

18.18 
$  142. 


32.0 
14.9 

8.1 
12.5 

7.6 
15.8 

9.0 


35.2 
13.3 

2.1 
19.2 

8.1 
11.3 

9.8 


27.7 
15.5 
11.6 
8.3 
8.5 
13.8 
14.5 


51.3 
30.2 
14.9 
19.7 


55.7 
34.1 
15.0 
22.4 


43.7 
24.8 
15.2 
13.0 


$1426. 
204. 

110. 

297. 

5.9 

$  133. 

54. 

8.02 
14.31 


$1642. 
215. 

125. 

287. 

5.8 

$  132. 

51. 

9.90 
17.42 


$1223. 
188. 

87. 

308. 

6.2 

$  144. 

50. 

5.91 
11.73 


$ 


22. 
6 ,52 
2.25 

3.53 


4.3 
$  209. 


16. 
5.70 
3.13 
4.03 

3.8 
173. 


29. 
7.04 
1.51 
3.61 


4.6 
$  253. 


.82 
.95 


$ 


.82 
.89 


$ 


.94 
1.00 


$2099. 
833. 
8.00 
$4019. 


$2734. 
924. 
11.25 
$4851. 


$1293. 
777. 
4.84 
$3029. 
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Chart   for    ftudying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Peoria  County  1935 


13:, 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
30  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 
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Sreater  crop  yields  per  acre  ajnoMntiAi  to  12  bushels  of  corn,  9,3  bushels 
of  oats  and  9.4  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  arc  alw.-ys  apparent  in  farm 
mcOiagement  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net 
earnings  by  the  adoption  of  bettor  practices  to  intprovo  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  £>jnount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  ".vith  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings  be- 
tv7een  the  ty;o  groups  of  farms.  Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  10  farms 
that  paid  the  best  were  $2,99  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$419  per  farm  :.-iore  than  on  the  10  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  ?).  Returns  per 
$100  invested  in  cattle  were  considerably  higher  on  the  more  profitable  farms.  For 
every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  tliat  paid  the  best, 
there  v/as  a  retui-n  of  $216  a,s  contrasted  with  a  ret'orn  of  $188  for  the  same  amount 
of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  'aost  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense  ,  — 
of  $5.70  per  crop  3.cre  for  labor  and  $4.03  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
9.73  for  these  tv;o  important  items  of  expense.  The  lo^rer  income  on  the  other  groiq) 
of  farms  7/as  accompanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$7.04  for  labor  and  $3,51  for  pov/er  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $10.65,  Improvement" 
cost  per  acre  was  12  cents  less,  and  taxes  per  n.crc  wore  11  cents  less  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  fa,rras  that  paid  the  least. 


After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  v/age  -allowance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  totp.l  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  farms  gave 
an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2199,  while  the  least 
profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $536. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Peoria  county  for  tlie  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes  in  price 
level.   Yields  of  corn,  v/heat,  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1S35  than  in  1934,  yet 
the  income  from  crops  was  only  $419  more  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  income,  on  the 
other  hand,  was  $933  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $8.31  to  $10.52, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $5.49  to  $19.75,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 


Table  4. — Comparison 
Parms  in 


of  Earnings  8,nd  Investments  on  Accounting 
Peoria  Comity  for  1931-1935 


Items 


19311/ 


19321/ 


1933^/ 


1934^/ 


1935 


Number  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  ~  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs- 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  farm 


Income  per  farm  from; 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle  ------- 

Dairy  sales  _  -  -  -  - 

Hogs-  -----  - 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  whea.t  in  bu,  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


46 
220 

$  7.58 
10.52 
-2.94 

$   93. 
135. 


$2622. 

1021. 

932. 

118. 

$1568. 


$-312. 

103. 

1565. 

34. 

269. 

1092. 

145. 

$1368, 

44. 
24. 
40. 


30 
202 

$    6.49 

8.91 

-2.42 

$   75. 
115. 


$  1737. 

741. 

502. 

90. 

$  1314, 


$  -144, 

61. 

1253. 

72. 

234. 

811. 

114. 

$  865. 

58. 
15. 
45, 


36 
212 

15.93 
8.53 
7.40 

97. 
138. 


$  1849, 
795. 
501. 

54, 

$  33  85, 


$  1341. 

120, 
1925. 

171. 

280, 
1260. 

103, 

$  1577. 

44, 
20, 
30, 


39 
201 

$  13.13 
8.31 
4.82 

$   78, 
114. 


$  1587. 

630. 

425. 

73. 

$  2638. 


$  538. 

97. 

2003. 

309. 

192. 

1207. 

195. 

$  1415. 

23. 

12. 

9. 


30 
204 

$  19.75 

8.90 

10.85 

$  94. 
135. 


$1827. 

728. 

528. 

92. 

$4019. 


$  957. 
125. 
2935. 
508. 
320. 
1535. 
303. 


$2099. 

51. 
15. 
30. 


1/  Records  from  Peoria,  Schuyler,  and  Eulton  Counties  included  for  1931,  1932,  and 

1934. 
2/  Records  from  Peoria,  Stark,  and  Eulton  Counties  iiicluded  for  1933, 
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Variation  ir.  Crop  Yields  in  Different  PaTts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  pa.rt  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  atiount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  v.ary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  raiifall,  insect  dam- 
age ,  f ro s t  dfiinage ,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  atove  the  average  in  some  co^jnties  and 
below  avera.je  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybaans ,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  aoout  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  Dericd  192-1-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay- 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bL;low  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.   They  v/erc 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  south^-iastern  part  of  i.he  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  Eiver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  follov/jd  by  lov;  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  bogirjiing  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  tilings  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  f?.rra  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -oroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-oring  1935.  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the-  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Jamoary,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hog?  were  v/orth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan'jLary  1935  but  wer-?  worth  $9.00  in  December,  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6,35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.57  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from.  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  sajne  year. 
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-AMUAL  FARlJl  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  FORTY-NINE 
FARIilS  IN  I/IASON,  CASS  &  I/5ENABD  COUITTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P,  E.  Johnston,  J.  3.  Cunningham,  J.  E.  Wills* 

Farm  earnings  in  Mason,  Cass  and  Menard  coiinties  were  slightly  lower  in 
1935  than  in  1934,  but  were  much  atove  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1935.   Re- 
cords from  49  accoiints  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $1489,  as 
compared  with  $1526  for  1934,  $1374  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $641  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  "basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $518  less  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3408  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $1927  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1481.   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2099  per  farm.   Inventory  increases  were  larger  in  1935 
than  in  1934,  which  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the  accounting 
basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $715  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
$99  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.   The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  tlian  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1935, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  5.5  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  mxich  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  fa,rmers  r;ith  other  -groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  v/ith  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  fijrnished  by  the  farm  was  $353 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  C,  S,  Love,  G.  "rj.  Husted  and  L,  W.  Chalcraft,  farm  advisers  in  Mason, 
Cass,  and  Menard  counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on 
which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1, — C  sh  Income,  C'  sli  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on  49 
Accounting  Farms  in  Mason,  C?-ss,  &  Ifcnard  Counties,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses $      $54$   65 

Cattle 114  109 

Hogs 51  16 

Sheep  --------  2  3 

Poultrj'-  and  eggs 24  17 

Dairy  sales  -----  

Feed  and  iV,rains   -  -  -  273  252 

Machinery  ------  533  415 

Improvements  -----  168  72 

Lator -  182  191 

Miscellaneous  -  _  -  -  25  30 

Livestock  expense  -  -  27  36 

Crop  expense  -----  178  154 

Taxes 236  292 

Total $              $1927  $    1652 


Cash  income  per   farm 
$ 


$  56 

$  70 

331 

335 

902 

806 

28 

18 

296 

182 

221 

223 

1417 

1932 

85 

101 

1 

3 

70 

74 

1 

7 

$5408     $3751 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -------------------$ 

Peed  and  grains  ---------------- 

Machinery  _------_--_-_------ 

Improvements      ----------------- 

Total    inventory  change     -__----_---$ 


$  483 

$  52 

13 

132 

195 

12 

24 

-97 

$  715 

$  99 

Summary 

Total  Cash  income  --------------  ^^ 

Total  cash  expense  -______----_-- 

Cash  balance  ----  __--__-___-__$ 

Total  inventory  change  ------------ 

Receipts  less  expenses  -----_____-_$ 


$3408 
1927 


$1481 
715 


$3751 
1652 


$2099 
99 


$2196  $2198 


!N 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1935. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  po\inds  of  hogs  while  liy   December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  lov/er  on  l^Iason,  Cass  and  Menard  county  farms  in  1935 
than  in  1934  (Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $902  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $805  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales 
of  poultry  and  e^-gs  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  grain  sales,  however, 
were  less  in  1935,  by  $515.   Total  cash  sales  were  $343  less  a  farm  in  1935  than 
during  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $275  higher  a  farm  in  1935  tlian  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense for  t-.iis  item  was  $415  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $583  in  1935.   Far- 
mers for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  v/orn 
out.   Other  items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include: 
feeds,  improvements,  crop  expense,  and  livestock  purchases.   Taxes  were  slightly 
lower  in  1935  than  in  1934. 


Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  a,nd  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  yean  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  only  $13  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
Big  expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of 
$195  per  farm,  as  compared  ivith  an  increase  of  $12  per  frrm  in  1934.   In  1935  there 
was  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  cause  an  increase  in  value  of  $24,  per 
farm,  as  contrasted  with  a  smaller  amount  of  money  spent  the  previous  year  and  a 
decrease  in  value  amounting  to  $97  a  farm. 

Variations  in  Fc'J:"m  Earnings 

Tnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  v/ide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  dependin^a,- 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to  factors 
which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  efficiency  of 
production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on  one  farm 
as  compared  v/ith  other  farms.   A  farm  maj^  fall  in  the  highr-or  low-income  group  be- 
cause the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally  high 
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Table  2, — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
49  Mason,  Cass,  &  Menard  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   IITVSSTlvlSNTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements   ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  ------------- 

Sheep  __--_------- 

Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  aiid  ecf-oipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  gra.in  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AMD  I'TET  FJCHEASES 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  -----  -  _  _  -  _ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  _---_----_- 

Eggs  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPENSES  AMD  NET  DECRZASEs"' 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies   -  -  - 
Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES -~ 

Total  unpaid  labor  -------- 

Operator's  labor  -------- 

Family  labor   _____-_-_ 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ----------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  INVESTISNT 

Return  to  capital  yjid  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5^  of  capital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  AND  1!ANAGE1,ENT  ^;AGE 


Yoiu" 
farm 


Average  of 
49  farms 


$  19  505 
2  701 
1  321 

547 

420 

251 
22 

81 
1  047 
1  515 


$  26  090 


16  :no  s  t 

profitable 

farms 


$  18  827 
2  473 
1  283 

452 

417 

277 

32 

75 

1  120 

1  368 


$  25  071 


16  least 
profitable 
farms 


$  19  473 

2  920 

1  268 

590 

319 

252 

14 

83 

881 

1  507 

$  25  049 


$   2  062 

22 

411 

1  076 

32 
113 
187 
221 

1  157 
70 

1 

$   3  290 


$  2  674 

73 

550 

1  500 

52 
127 
131 
241 

1  361 
74 

$  4  109 


$   1  572 

6 
314 
886 
27 
97 
165 
177 

719 
29 

$  2  420 


143 


303 

27 
178 
182 
235 

25 


121 


282 

29 
163 
177 
231 

23 


$   1  094 


$   1  026 


198 


353 

34 
193 
200 
207 

24 


I 


$   1  209 


$  2  195 

707 
515 
192 

1  489 
5.71-;^ 


$   3  C'83 

677 
492 
185 

2  405 
9.60^ 


2 
1 


004 
305 


699 


2  898 

1  254 

$   1  644 


$   1  211 

749 
537 
212 

462 
1.77^ 


999 

1  502 
-303 
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or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen  in  the  1935 
records.   Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year 
than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business  well 
organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic 
changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or 
low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms 
that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because 
they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and 
efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Mason,  Cass  and  Menard  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there 
was  a  difference  of  $1944  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third 
of  the  farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least 
profitable  in  1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $2406  and  $462 
respectively  (Table  2),   Of  this  difference  $733  was  in  inventory  and  $1139  was  in 
cash.   The  rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $72,  was  in  fsimily  labor.   Sales 
exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1937  for  one  group  and  by  $798  for  the  other  (Table  3). 
The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to 
pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Fnere  the  cash 
earnings  v;ere  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home 
conveniences,  hes.lth,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  con- 
tribute to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  size  of  farms,  as  well  as  the  percent  of  land  area  tillable, 
averaged  approximately  the  same  in  both  groups  of  farms;  therefore,  these  factors 
do  not  contribute  to  the  difference  between  the  earnings  of  the  high-  and  low- 
income  groups.  The  value  of  land  per  acre  a.nd  the  total  investment  per  acre  were 
exactly  the  same  on  both  groups  of  farms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  foiond 
between  the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high- and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Mason,  Cass,  and  Menard  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net 
increases  being  $4109  and  $2420  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1026  and 
$1209  respectively  (Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $17.93  and  $10.17 
and  the  expenses  $7.43  and  $8.23  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  w?,s  a  msrked  difference  in  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  farms,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  percent  of  tillable  land  in 
corn,  by  4.8  percent;  and  in  oats,  by  4.7  percent;  and  a  smaller  percent  of  tillable 
land  in  wheat,  by  2.6  percent;  and  non-legume  hay  and  pasture  of  2.8  percent.   The 
percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  was  high  on  both  groups  of  farms, 
indicating  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  farm  accoujat  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping 
systems  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
49  Mason,  Cass,  &  Wenard  County  F=-'.rms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 
49  farms 


16  most 
profitable 

farms 


16  least 
profitable 

farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre   ------ 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  - 
Total  investment  oer  acre  -  -  -  -  - 


84.5 

14.13 
7.74 
5.39 

84. 
11.60 
112. 


229.2 

84.0 

17.93 
7.43 

10.50 

82. 
10.78 

109. 


237.9 
85.6 

10.17 
8.23 
1.94 

82. 
12.27 

1C9. 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 
Corn-  ------------ 

Oats-  ------------ 

Wheat  ----  ------ 

Soybeans  for  grain  _  -  -  -  - 
Other  cultivated  crops  -  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  - 
Non-legume  hajr  and  pasture  - 


32.3 

13.4 

23.1 

5.9 

4.7 

12.7 

7.9 


33.1 

15.2 

21.9 

7.1 

2.1 

12.7 

7.9 


28.3 
10.5 
24.5 
5.8 
6.7 
15.5 
10.7 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Wlieat,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Soybeans ,  bu.  per  acre 


41.0 
30.9 
15.3 
12.9 


45.8 

30.0 
16.8 
12.9 


34.  C 
25.5 
13.5 
13.3 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

i^^S.w'jX6*~  ""  ■"  ""     ~  ~"  ""     *~  ■"■  ""  •" 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  v/eaned  per  litter   ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  _  -  -  -  - 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$   989. 
206. 

122. 
316. 
5.8' 
$   129. 
57. 
4.29 
8.76 


$  1116. 
233. 

138. 

280. 
5.7 
$   137. 
65. 

5.02 
11.34 


$   951. 
175. 

123. 
276. 
6,3 
$   129. 
46. 
3.51 
7.00 


l,!an  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  . 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  . 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  v/orlc  horses  -,------. 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

Improvement  cost  ^er  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre-  ----------- 

Cash  balance  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  ■ 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 


25 . 
5.08 
l.SO 
3.05 

5.5 


20. 
4.90 
1.59 
2.70 

5.0 


$  241. 


$ 


38. 
5,59 
2.15 
3,54 

5.7 

235. 


$ 


.62 
1.01 


$ 


.53 

1.00 


.83 
.87 


$  1431. 
715. 
5.71 
3290. 


$  1937. 
1146. 

9.60 
4109. 


798. 
413. 
1.77 
2420. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 
Mason,  Cass,  &  Menard  Counties,  1935 
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The  ntimbers  ahove  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 

49  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 

drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 

in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  '.vith  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  11.8  bushels  of  corn,  3.5  bushels 
of  oats  and  3,3  bushels  of  wheat  gave  the  15  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  16  least  profitable  f axms . 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  16  farms 
that  paid  the  best  were  $1.51  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$165  per  f-irm  more  than  on  the  16  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3).  Returns  per 
$100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  7/ell  as  the  returns  per  litter  of  pigs  farrowed 
?.nd  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  higher  on  the  more  profitable  farms.  For 
every  $100  v/orth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best, 
there  was  a  return  of  $233  as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $175  for  the  same  amount 
of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  .-nost  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $4.90  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2.70  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $7.60  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  'he   lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense 
of  $5.59  for  labor  and  $3.54  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $9.13. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $1544  left  for  their 
labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $303  of  having 
enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  capital)  and  had 
nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-yeax  Period 

A  coniparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accountin&  farms 
in  Mason,  Cass,  and  Menard  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of 
the  changes  in  orice  level.  Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  v/ere  much  "better  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  yet  the  income  per  farm  from  crops  was  $655  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   The 
lower  income  from  crops,  however,  was  offset  by  a  larger  income  from  livestock, 
amounting  to  $586.   Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  have  ranged  from 
$6.79  to  $9.59,  while  gross  income  per  acre  has  ranged  from  $5.43  to  $14.13,  the  latter 
figure  being  for  1935, 


Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Mason,  Cass,  and  Menard  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19311/ 


1933ir 


Items 

Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  f arir.s ,  acres 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  -  _ 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Net  income- per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  la/nd  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 

'investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle  -----_-_--_ 

Hogs   -------__-__ 

Poultry  --------___ 

Gross  income  per  farm  -  -  -  -  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------ 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  _ 
Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle   

Dairy  sales  --------- 

H0:?S _______ 

Po'iltry _____ 

Cash  balance  ---_--___ 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu,  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


1932 


1934 


1935 


32 
258 

$    6.64 

9.59 

-2.95 

$   108. 
146. 


$  2244. 
882. 
599. 
128. 

$  1709. 

$  347. 
32. 
1330. 
194. 
233. 
705. 
193. 


920. 

43. 
18. 
34. 


35 
236 

5.4G 

a  15 

-2.72 

99. 

153. 


$  1762. 
782. 
393. 
114. 

$  1279. 


$  55. 
33. 
1183. 
279. 
228. 
529. 
144. 

$  819. 

53. 
17. 
40. 


47 
252 

12.24 
6.79 

5.45 


$   32. 
108. 


$  1496. 

567. 

328. 

80. 

$  3087. 


$  1559. 

36. 

1492. 

253. 

161. 

902. 


$  1236. 

42. 
17. 
24. 


51 
263 

$  12.32 
7.01 
5.81 

$   83. 
111. 


$  1340. 
529. 
235. 

64, 

$  33S9. 


$  1812. 

81. 

1476. 

232. 

223. 

794. 


$  2099. 

21. 
17. 

10. 


49 
233 

14.13 
7.74 
6.39 


$   34. 
112. 


$  1321. 

420. 

251. 

81. 

$  3290. 


$  1157, 

71. 

2062. 

411. 

221. 

1075 . 

300. 

$  1481. 

41. 
15. 
31. 


1/  Hecords  from  Mason  &  Menard  Counties  iacluded  for  1931. 

2/  Records  from  Mason,  Cass,  pike,  and  Brovm  Counties  for  1935. 
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Variation  m  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  30il,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  arnount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  ahove  the  average  in  some  co'onties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  v.-ere  above  average,  while  v/heat  and  oats  yields  were  bolow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  follo-.ved  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  tUcUi  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  v;hich  farmers  b^oy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  raroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  during  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  19u9-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.al3  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  th.e  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan'jLary  1935  but  wer^  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $5.23 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
ce-nts  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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ANMJAL  FAPJ/!  BUSINESS  RiPORT  ON  THIRTY-SIX 
FARI.^S  IN  DEWITT,  LOGAN,  &  PIATT  COUNTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  3,  Cuianingha.-n,  J.  E.  T7ills* 

Farm  earnings  in  DeWitt,  Logan,  and  piatt  counties  \7ere  slightly  lower 
in  1935  than  in  1934,  but  were  much  above  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933. 
Records  from  36  accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $2250, 
as  con^jared  with  $3534  for  1934,  $1547  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $609  for  1952. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $352  less  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5686  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  e>:pendituxe  was  $3142  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2544. 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $3895  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  oper- 
ator and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting 
basis  but  not  under  the  casa  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy 
between  the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $373  per  farm  in  1S35,  as  contrasted 
with  $1318  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  hav.e  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  v/age  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  ai^riculture  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  n?.tionally  laiown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  i.;anagerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  a,ccounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  manage- 
ment. 

It  is  difficult  to  compajre  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  e8.rners, 
since  the  f^^rmar  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  it 3ms  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  v-.lue  of  the  food  and  fuel  fm'nished  by  the  farm  was  $563 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estiinp.ted  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  tiroducts. 


*  H.  N.  Meyers,  N.  H.  Anderson  and  E.  0.  Johnston,  farm  advisers  in 
DeWitt,  Logan,  &  Piatt  counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the 
records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
35  Accounting  Farms  in  DeWitt,  Logan,  &  Piatt  Counties, 

1935  and  1834 


Your 

YoiJT 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Horses  --------  $ 

Cattle  -------- 

Hogs  --------- 

Sheep  -------- 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  -  - 
Dairy  sales  ----- 

Feed  aiad  grains  -  -  - 
Machinery  ------ 

Improvements  -  -  -  -  - 

Labor  -------- 

Miscellaneous  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  -  - 
Crop  expense  -  -  -  -  - 

Taxes  -------- 

Total -___  $ 


Cash  expense  per  farm 


$  64  $ 

447 

77 

60 

30 

303 
968 
214 
328 

30 

36 
258 
327 


123 
265 

39 
8 

21 

187 

620 
169 
277 
41 
50 
200 
360 


Cash  income  per  farm 

$      $  84  $  133 

970  757 

871  758 

125  47 

264  168 

249  235 

2823  2901 

229  148 

3  19 

66  86 

1  4 


$3142   $2350   $ 


$5536  $5255 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock     ----_--_-_-___---_$ 

Feed  and  grains     --------------- 

Machinery     ------------------ 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  ----------_$ 


$  824  $  257 

•»752  1114 

327  35 

-25  -88 

"$  373  $1318 


S  ummary 

Total  cash  income  --_-_-__--__--$ 
Total  cash  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  ----------_-_----$ 

Total  inventory  change  _----_-_---- 

Receipts  less  expenses  ------------$ 


$5685  $5256 
3142   2360 


$2544  $2896 
373   1318 


$2917  $4214 


Ike 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1835 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  tlie  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.l). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  durin<;4  1955  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  tiaan  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Co.sh  sales  were  higher  on  DeWitt,  Logan,  and  Piatt  county  farms  in  1935 
than  in  1934  (Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Adminis- 
tration receipts,  averaged  $871  a  farm  in  1935  as  conipared  with  $758  a  farm  in  1934, 
Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and  eg-s,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935 
than  in  1954;  grain  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $76.   Total  cash  sales 
were  $430  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $782  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditui'es  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $520  a  farm  in  1954,  but  increased  to  $968  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  "lOave  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  v,orn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds, 
improvements,  crop  exoense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor.   Taxes  were  slightly 
lower  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1954.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  $752  less  at  the  enc  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  $1114  a  farm  in  1934.  Large  expendi- 
tures for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $327  per 
farm,  as  compajed  with  an  increase  of  $35  per  farm  in  1934, 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Tnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  t.pe  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  ''.'hich  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency"  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  f?.rms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  nigh-  ox 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  th^t  happen  to 


1=50 


-4- 

Table  S. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  ^.nd  Earnings  on  35 
DeVitt,  Logem,  &  Piatt  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
36  fnrms 


12  most 

profitable 

farms 


12  least 

profitable 

farms 


CAPITAL   IIJVES-TISI-JTS 


Land  ------------ 

Farm  improvements   -  _  -  -  - 
Livestock  total  ------ 

Horses  ---------- 

Cattle  ---------- 

Hogs 

Sheep  ---------- 

Poultry  __-_----- 

Machinery  and  equipment   -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 


$  28  208 

3  575 

1  578 

489 

688 

263 

55 

83 

1  381 

3  192 


$  27  622 

3  588 

1  755 

417 

882 

291 

52 

113 

1  844 

3  434 


$  37  934 


$  38  243 


$  21  309 
3  057 
1  287 


$  28  934 


RECEIPTS   AlvD  :IZT   IIJCHEASSS  - 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ---*-------- 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep   ------------ 

Poultry  ______----- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  suid  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 


2  710 


3  411 


37 

35 

1  048 

1  439 

1  013 

1  209 

93 

139 

130 

130 

140 

204 

249 

255 

1  768 

2  247 

66 

121 

1 

2 

$  4  545 


$  5  781 


$  2  645 


EXPENSES  Airo  :\r2T  DECRT.ASSS 


Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  e equipment  -  -  -  _ 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  _-_--__ 
CroTi  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  e:<penses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  exoenses  &  net  decreases 


237 


412 

36 
258 
328 
327 

30 


187 


453 

42 
295 
349 
365 

27 


$   1  628 


$   1  728 


RECEIPTS  LESS  SXPEIJSES 


Total  unpaid  labor   -_--_. 
Operator's  labor   --_-_. 
Family  labor  --------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 

management-  ---------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IlIVESTIfflNT  -  -  • 
Return  to  capital  and  operator'; 

labor  and  management  -  -  -  _  - 
5^  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  - 
LABOR  AND  MANAGEIT^IT  WAGE  -  - 


4, 


$  2  917 

657 
500 
167 

2  250 
5.93^ 


750 
897 


853 


$  4  053 

607 
499 
108 

3  446 
9.01^ 

3  945 

1  912 

$  2  033 


153^ 
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be  abnorroally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  exa::ple  of  this  kind  may  he 
seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  nogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind 
to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors 
causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year. 
Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings 
because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields 
and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  1-ibor. 

On  the  36  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference  of  $2744  per 
fa,rra  between  the  average  net  eL-rnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which  were  the  most 
profitable  and  that  third  v/hich  v/ere  the  least  profitable  in  1935,   The  average  net 
earnings  for  the  two  groups  v/ere  $3446  and  $702  respectively  (Table  2).   Of  this 
difference  $258  was  in  inventory  and  $2428  was  in  cash.  The  rest  of  the  difference, 
amounting  to  $58,  was  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $3550  for 
one  group  and  by  $1122  for  the  other  (Table  3),   The  cash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  caoital 
and  to  pay  livinj;  expenses,  'vVhere  the  cash  earnings  were  hi;~h,  more  money  was 
available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recre- 
ation, and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  an  average  difference  of  78  acres  between  th::.t  third 
of  the  farms  v.hich  was  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  v/as  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  per  farm  averaging  268  and  190  respectively.  A  smaller  percentage  of 
land  on  the  more  profitable  faj-ms  was  tillable  and  the  valuation  per  acre  was  $9 
less  than  on  tlie  least  profitable  farms.  The  total  investment  per  farm  on  improve- 
ments was  greater  on  the  fai'ms  ?/hich  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the 
least,  but  the  investment  wa.s  spread  over  nore  acres,  resulting  in  a  smaller  value 
of  improvements  per  a.cre  by  $2,70  on  the  most  profitable  farms. 

In  most  farm  man;.,gement  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  betv/een  tne 
exoenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  the  farms 
included  in  this  report  for  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$5781  and  $2545  ajid  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1728  and  $1278  respectively 
(Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $21.61  and  $13.94  and  the  expenses 
$3.73  and  $10,24  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  W3.s  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  f-ims,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  percentage  of  tillp.ble  land  in 
wheat,  soybeans  azid  legume  nay  and  pasture.  Tliey  had  a  correspondingly  smaller 
percentage  in  corn,  oats  and  non-legume  hay  and  pasture   (Table  3),  This  difference 
indicated  a  greater  tendency  on  the  pr-rt  of  the  operators  of  the  hie^ier-income  farms 
to  p.djust  cropping  systems  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3, — Factors   Helping  to  Analyze   the  Farm  Business   on  35 
De^;itt,    Logan,   i  Piatt   County  Farms    in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
36  farms 

12  most 

profitable 

farms 

12  least 
profitable 

farms 

$ 
$ 

251.6 
91.8 

16.07 
9.12 
8.95 

112. 

14.21 
151. 

$ 
$ 

267.5 
89.8 

21.61 

8.73 

12.88 

103. 

13.41 
143. 

$ 

$ 

189.7 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

91.1 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  aer  acre  ------- 

$ 

13.94 

10.24 

Net  receipts  oer  acre  -------- 

3.70 

Value  of  land  or  acre  _-___-_ 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

112. 
16.11 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

153. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

34.9 
15.9 

8.3 

21.2 

.2 

8.8 
10.7 

31.5 

14.7 

8.5 

29,5 

.5 

9.0 

5,5 

37.2 

r\r>i-  c        -             _      —  -_-- 

15  3 

?fheat  --------------- 

8.0 

Soybeans  for  ^'ain  -------- 

15.7 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 



Legume  hay  and  pasture  ------ 

8.5 

Non-let-jurae  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

14.2 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu,  par  acre  -------- 

47.3 
37.3 
19.8 
23.1 

53.1 
38.2 
23.3 
24.8 

41.2 

Oats,  bu.  par  acre  -------- 

33.9 

Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

16.1 

Soybeans,  bu.  pjr  acre  _---_- 

17.5 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  p>ir  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$ 
$ 

1451. 
184. 

136. 
257. 

5.8 
151. 
49. 

5.93 
10.53 

$ 
$ 

1540. 
206. 

143. 
265. 

5.4 
101. 
50. 

6.49 
12.52 

$ 
$ 

1143. 
148. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Pjittlo               -          —   -      -      -   —   — 

110.  i 

208. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  _-_-_-- 

6.1 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 
Dairy  sales  per  dair;/  cow  ------ 

$, 

167. 
49. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

5.32 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

8.95 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$ 

$ 

21. 
4.67 
2.04 
2.94 

5.0 
221. 

$ 
$ 

15. 
4.00 
2.15 
2.84 

4.6 
185. 

$ 
$ 

33. 
5.81 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

1.88 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

3.00 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

4.3 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  -  - 

$ 

204. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$ 

.94 

1.30 

$ 

.70 
1.36 

$ 

1.38 
1.36 

Cash  balance  ------------ 

Increase  in  iuvuntoi-y  -------- 

$  _ 

$ 

$ 

2544. 
373. 
5.93 
4545. 

$ 
$ 

3550. 
505. 
9.01 
5781. 

1122. 
245. 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 

2.43 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 

$ 

2645. 

il 


-7- 

Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Bisiness, 
DeWitt,  Lo^an,  and  Piatt  Counties,  1935 
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The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
36  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  nijmber  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 
farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  yo'or  efficiency  with  tliat  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 


Crop  yields 

Hogs:   Income  per 
litter  farrored 

Dairy  sales  per 
dairy  cow 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100  of 
feed  fed 

■ 
Cost  per 
croo  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

o 

ni 
o 

G-ross 
receipts 

e 
a 

•H 

m 
a) 

u 
< 

Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Q) 

in 

o 
o 

a 
o 

Soybeins, 
bushels 

ft 

O 

Power  and 
machinery 

u 
u 

PH 

a) 

P4 

11.0 

67 

52 

33 

250 

75 

420 

280 



.50 

6 

1870 

4000 

33 

7000 

450 

10.0 

53 

49 

31 

230 

70 

390 

260 

70 

1.00 

9 

1570 

3700 

30 

6500 

410 

9.0 

59 

46 

29 

210 

65 

350 

240 

1.70 

1.50 

12 

1270 

3400 

27 

5000 

370 

8.0 

55 

43 

27 

190 

60 

330 

220 

2.70 

2.00 

15 

970 

3100 

24 

5500 

330 

7.0 

51 

40 

25 

170 

55 

300 

200 

3.70 

2.50 

18 

670 

2800 

21 

5000 

290 

5.9 

47.3 

37.3 

23.1 

151 

49 

257 

184 

4.67 

2.94 

21 

373 

2544 

iao7 

4545 

251 

5.0 

43 

34 

21 

130 

45 

240 

160 

5.70 

3.50 

24 

70 

2200 

15 

4000 

210 

4.0 

39 

31 

19 

110 

40 

210 

140 

5.70 

4.00 

27 

-230 

1900 

12 

3500 

170 

3.0 

35 

28 

17 

90 

35 

180 

120 

7.70 

4.50 

30 

-530 

1500 

9 

3000 

130 

2.0 

31 

25 

15 

70 

SO 

150 

100 

8.70 

5.00 

33 

-830 

1300 

5 

2500 

90 

1.0 

27 

22 

13 

50 

25 

120 

80 

9.70 

5.50 

36 

-1130 

1000 

3 

2000 

50 

15^ 
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G-reater  crop  j^ields  por  acre  amounting  to  12  "bushels  of  corn,  4  bushels 
of  oats,  7  bushels  of  wheat  and  7  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable 
farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  least  profitable  farms.   Similar  advant^^es  are 
always  apparent  in  farm  manr,gQmcnt  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers 
are  increasing  their  net  earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  imorove 
crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled 
were  two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earn- 
ings between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  per  acre  in  productive  live- 
stock were  approximately  the  same  for  the  two  groups  of  farms  but  the  value  of  feed 
fed  averaged  $497  per  farm  more  on  the  group  of  farms  that  paid  the  best  (Table  3), 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  werQ  considerably  higher  on  the  more 
profitable  farms.   For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the 
farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $206  as  contrasted  with  a  return  of 
$148  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  fnrms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $4.00  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2.84  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $5.84  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.81  for  labor  and  $3.00  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $8.81. 
Improvement  cost  per  acre  wp.s  68  cents  lower  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most  than 
on  the  farms  th-^t  pr.id  the  le^.st.   The  taxes  per  acre  were  the  sr>ine  for  both  groups. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family 
labor  and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of 
farms  gave  an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2033,  while 
the  least  profitable  group  of  farms  showed  a  loss  of  $286  a  farm. 
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Variations  in  Sarninci's  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  exonnses  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Delitt,  Logan  and  piatt  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interestiri^  because  of 
the  changes  in  price  level.   Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  than 
in  1934,  yet  the  income  per  farm  from  crops  was  $2050  less  than  in  1934.   Livestock 
income,  on  the  oth.r  hand,  was  $811  more  than  it  v;as  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  th.e  five  j'-ears  r^.nged  from  $7.29  to  $9.63, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $5.13  to  $19.59,  the  latter  fijure  bein:;  for 
1934. 


Table  4»~Comp- rison  of  Earnings  and  Investments 
in  DeWitt,  Logan,  &  Piatt  Counties  for 


on  Accounting  Farms 
1931-1935 


Items 


Number  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  f-jrm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ---»---- 

Hogs 

Poultry  -------- 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Mi  see  liana  oui?  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle  _______ 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.   -  -  - 

Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  -  - 

Average  yield  of  soybec?,ns  in  bu. 

Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.   -  -  - 


1/  Records  from  DeWitt,  Piatt,  Logan,  and  Macon  Counties  included  for  1932. 
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Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  below  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  p-ij-t  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  gro'op  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b^girjiing  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  19S5 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  thsy  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  Toroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  betv/een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-jring  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1955  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  55  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  sairie  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  wer^  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7,67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AIILTJAL  FAEM  BUSWIESS  REPORT  ON  THIRTY-THRSE 
FARIAS  IN  SDGAR  &  VSRinLION  COUNTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  3.  Gianni nghaxii,  S.  L.  Sauer* 

Faxm  earnings  in  Edgar  and  Vermilion  counties  were  slightly  lower  in 
1935  than  in  1934,  but  were  much  ahove  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933. 
Records  from  33  accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $2392, 
as  compared  with  $2816  for  1934,  $1343  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $445  for  1332. 

On  a  cash  basis,  net  incomes  averaged  $431  lower  per  farm  in  1935  than 
in  1934.   The  average  cash  fai'm  income  was  $5416  in  1935,  the  average  cash  business 
expenditiore  was  $3303  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2108.   In  1934  the  cash 
balance  was  $2539  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator  and  family 
labor  are  considered  in  calculating-  earnings  ^^nder  the  accounting  basis  but  not 
under  the  cash  basis.  This  accotmts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the 
accounting  basis  aaid  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  v/as  $933  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared,  with 
an  increase  of  $911  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accoiinting  service.   The 
accounting  farms  e^re  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agricult'ore,  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933,  A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  averaged  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on 
their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  corap?xed  with  4.4  percont  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sui'e  hov/  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
c-'.pital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic v/oll-being  of  farmers  with  other  grovtps  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  mana,gement  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  v/liile  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capit?.l  and  mpriagement. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  f-rm  incomes  v.'ith  incomes  of  v/age  earners, 
since  the  frarmor  rjid  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port. For  a,  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  fajnilies  in  the  Fp.rm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  T/hen  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  H,  D,  VanMatre  and  I,  E.  Parett,  farm  advisers  in  Edgar  and  Vermilion 
co-unties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  re- 
port is  based. 
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Your 

Yo-ur 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
33  Accounting  Farms  in  Sdgar  and  Vermilion  Counties,  1935  and  19341/ 

Your  Your 

farm   Aver.  Aver.     farm   Aver.  Aver. 

1935   1935   1934 1935   1935  1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm   Cash  income  u--r  farm 

Horses $      $116  $86     $      $69  $77 

Cattle 463    248            1047  998 

Hogs 51     54           1426  936 

Sheep 9      4            105  23 

Poultry  and  eggs 33     19            285  214 

Dairy  sales  -------         236  287 

Feed  and  drains 637    853            1939  2294 

Machinery 886    552            233  177 

Improvements  -------         231    138             18  — - 

Labor 312    271             43  89 

Miscellaneous  _--__-          25     32             15  1 

Livestock  expense  -  -  _  -          44     33            — 

Crop  expense  -------         224    211  

Taxes-  ---------- 277    256 

Total $      $3308  $2557     $      $5416  $5096 

Inventory  changes 

Livestock ---_$      $  577  $  134 

Feed  and  grains   --_----__-___----          86  777 

Machinery 248  72 

Improvements  -------------------  22  -72 

Total  inventory  change  ----_____--$      $  933  $  911 

Summary 

Total  cash  income-  --------_-------$      $5416  $5096 

Total  cash  expense  ----------------  3308  2557 

Cash  balance $      $2108  $2539 

Total  inventory  change  -----_--_-__-_ 933  911 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------------$      $3041  $3450 


At 

X 


1/  Records  from  Edgar,  Douglas,  Clark,  and  Cole  counties  included  for 
1934. 
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rarming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  tetter  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  avera.ged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
Tliere  v/as  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fi^.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  Decembor,  1954,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  v/ith  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  v/ere  higher  on  Edgar  and  Vermilion  coiinty  fai'ms  in  1935  than 
in  1934  (Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $1425  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $956  a  farm  in  1934,   Sales 
of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  sheep  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  grain 
sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $355.  Total  cash  sales  were  $320  a  farm 
larger  in  1935  than  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $751  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  v/as  for  machJ.nery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $552  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $385  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  improvements, 
crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1955,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  dm-ing  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  only  $66  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big 
expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $248 
per  farm,  as  compared  with  an  increase  of  $72  per  farm  in  1934.   In  1935  there  was 
enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  increase  their  value  by  $22  as  compared  with 
a  smaller  amount  of  money  spent  the  previous  yeai*  which  resulted  in  a  $72  decrease 
per  farm. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groiips  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  t;.pe  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  r.ain,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmv^r  can  control.   However,  the  sam.e  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  v/ith  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fa,ll  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  liappen  to 
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Table  2. — Investments,   Rec<^i:tr. ,   Expenses   and  Earnings   on 
33     Edgar  and  V^jTmilion  Couiity  Fai'ms   in  1935 


Items 


CAPITA!   nTVaSTLGI-ITS 


Land  ------------ 

Farm  improvements  _  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  total  ------ 

Horses  ---------- 

Cattle  ---------- 

Hogs 

Sheep  _____----- 

Poultry  --  ___-- 

Machinery  and  equipment   -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  - 

Total  canital  investment 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
33  faxms 


$26  405 

3  794 

1  692 

337 

732 

412 

97 

84 

1  464 

2  .'-)35 


$35  590 


11  mo  5 1 

profitable 

farms 


$25  583 

3  446 

1  650 

236 

779 

516 

52 

67 

1  611 

2  545 


$34  835 


11  least 
profitable 
farms 


$23  020 
4  585 
1  553 


$32  030 


RECEIPTS  AJID  :IET  INCREASES 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA.  payments) 
Sheep  -_-_-------_ 

Poultry  _--_--_--__ 
Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  recei-ots  &  net  increases 


$  3  073 


$  4  069 


29 

24 

984 

1  295 

1  500 

2  183 

49 

52 

144 

95 

151 

151 

235 

259 

1  388 

1  534 

43 

52 

15 

19 

$  4  519 


$  5  684 


$  2  955 


$  2  999 


EXPE1T3E3  AlHD  ^lET  DECREASES 


FaJrm  improvements  -  _  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  eqinpraent-  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  s;ipplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  _-___--_-_ 
T?jces-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  _  -  -  - 
Total  expenses  &   net  decreases 


RECEIPTS  LESS  E:CPENSES 


$. 


Total  unpaid  labor-  -  -  -  -  -  _ 

Operator's  labor  ------- 

Family  labor  --------- 

Not  income  inventmunt  and 
management-  ---------- 

RATE  E/iJlMD  ON  IlvTESTL^EHT 

Return  to  capital  ajad  operator's 

labor  and  management  -  _  -  -  _ 

5^  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  _  - 

LABOR  AlID  ;!AlTAGS!m:T  7A&S 


191 


405 

44 
224 
312 
277 

25 


190 


345 

42 
254 
373 
265 

23 


$  1  478 


$  1  495 


10 


$ 


$  5  041 

549 
481 
155 

2  392 

6.73^ 

2  873 

1  730 
?  1  093 


$  4  191 

486 

434 

52 

3  705 
10.64^ 

4  159 
1  742 

$  2  597 


$ 


$. 


1 

1 
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be  abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be 
seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind 
to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  '-■tudied  all  the  factors 
causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular 
year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good 
earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High 
crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  cire  the  res\ilt  of  several  years  of 
labor. 

On  the  Edgar  and  Vermilion  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there 
was  a  difference  of  $2745  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third 
of  the  farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least 
profitable  in  1935.  The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3705  and 
$959  respectively  (Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1270  was  in  inventory  and 
$1318  vjas  in  cash.   The  rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $158,  was  in  family 
labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2635  for  one  group  and  by  $1317  for  the 
other  (Table  3),   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount 
tlaat  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  ps,y  living  expenses. 
Fiiere  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  availa.ble  to  spend  for  life 
insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and 
services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  more  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  the  study  averaged  252 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  210  acres,  a  difference  of  42  acres 
a  farm.  On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was 
approxiraitely  the  same,  but  the  value  of  land  per  acre  was  $8  less  and  the  value 
of  improvements  per  acre  $8.19  less  than  on  the  low-income  farms  (Table  3). 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  r>Sid.   low-income  fajms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Edgar 
and  Vermilion  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  be- 
ing $5684  and  $2999  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1493  and  $1396 
respectively  (Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $22.55  and  $14.30 
and  the  expenses  $7,85  and  $9.73  respectively  (Table  3), 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  farms,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  percent  of  tillable  land  in 
corn,  by  3,5  percent;  and  in  soybeans,  by  7.2  percent;  and  a  smaller  percent  of 
tillable  land  in  wheat,  by  1,3  percent;  and  other  cultivated  crops  by  1.1  percent. 
The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  was  particularly  high  on  both 
groups  of  farms,  indicating  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  ad- 
just their  cropping  sj^'stems  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3, — Jpctors  H--lpinj;  to  Ari;-.ly':c  the  F.-rm  Business  on 
53  Edgar  and  Vermilion  Co'JLtit"  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in; 

Corn-  --------------- 

Oats-  --------------- 

Wheat  --------------- 

Soybeans  for  ;n^ain  -------- 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  ___--_ 
Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre-  -------- 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre-  ----__-_ 

Wheat,  bu,  per  acre  -------- 

Soybeans ,  bu,  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  --___-- 
Income  per  litter  fa.rrowed  _____ 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  pei"  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

Kan  labor  cost  per  $100  i^ross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  _  _ 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre-  -----_____. 

Cash  balance-  ---_---____- 
Increase  in  inventory  ---__--. 
Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  ---___- 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 
33  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


11   least 

profitable 

farms 


243.5 
92.3 

18.56 
8.74 
9 « u<o 

108. 

15.58 
146. 


252.0 
92.1 

22.55 

7.85 

14.70 

102, 

13.67 
138. 


31.1 
13.9 

8.2 
13.8 

4.5 
19.4 

9.0 


32.2 
11.5 

7.9 
17.0 

4.5 
19.2 

7.5 


209.7 

14.30 
9,73 
4.57 

110. 

21,86 
153. 


28.7 

10.5 

9,2 

9,8 

5,6 

24.9 

11.3 


55.1 
30.7 
20.5 
24.3 


55.4 
28.5 
21.7 
25.6 


52.8 
28,8 
20.8 
22.9 


$1706. 
178. 

131. 

285. 

6.6 

$    138. 

45. 

5.47 
12.50 


$2019. 
200. 

138, 

328. 

6.6 

$   151; 

47. 

7.25 
16.05 


$1693. 

154, 

136. 
249. 
7.1 
$   123, 

42. 

5,56 
10.79 


$      20. 
4.89 
2.16 
2.97 

4.5 
$   185. 


$      14. 
4.22 
1.79 
2.42 

3.9 

$   145. 


$     29. 
5.67 
2.96 

4,08 

4.0 
$   155. 


$ 


.78 
1.14 


$ 


.75 
1.05 


$ 


1.13 
1,10 


$_ 


$2108. 
933. 
6.72 
$4519. 


$2635. 
1556. 
10.64 
$5684. 


$1317. 
285. 
2.99 
$2999. 
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Ch^rt  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 
Edgar  and  Vermilion  County  1935 


The  numbers  ahove  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
33  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  n'xmber  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 
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(Jreater  crop  yields  per  acre  aiaounting  to  3.6  bushels  of  corn  and  2,7 
bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantae~e  over  the  least 
profitable  farms.  Siinilar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm  management  studies 
and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net  earnings  by  the 
adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
betv/een  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  11 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $.89  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $325  per  farm  more  than  on  the  11  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  aj^d  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on 
the  more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  live- 
stock on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $200  as  contrasted 
with  a  return  of  $134  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $4.22  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2.42  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $5.64  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.67  for  labor  and  $4.08  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $9.75, 
Improvement  cost  per  acre  was  38  cents  less,  and  taxes  per  acre  were  5  cents  less 
on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  per- 
cent interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $2397  left 
for  their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  sioccessful  operators  lacked  $137  of 
having  enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  capital) 
and  had  nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Fivo-ycar  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accoionting  farms  in 
Edgar  and  Vermilion  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the 
changes  in  price  level.  Yields  of  corn  and  oats  were  much  hetter  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  yet  the  income  from  crops  was  $1030  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  in- 
come, on  the  other  hand,  was  $815  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operatinji,'  costs  per  acre  during  tae   five  years  ranged  from  $7.35  to  $10.18, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $5.41  to  $19.53,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1934. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  asid   Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Edgar  and  Vermilion  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19321/ 


1934:^/ 


1933^/ 


Items 


1951 


1935 


Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 


Investment  per  fa.rm  in; 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs- - 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  faxm  -  -  -  -  - 

Income  per  farm  from; 

Crops  ------------ 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  - 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle  ___--_----- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Hogs _-__ 

Poultry  ----------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.   -  - 


33 
239 

$   7.92 

10.18 
-2.26 

$  133. 

183. 


$2738. 

1187. 

929, 

131. 

$1894. 


$   85. 

35. 

1774. 

284. 

261. 

1038. 

134. 

$1870. 

47. 
32. 
50. 


34 
282 

$   6.41 

7.99 

-1.58 

$  128. 
165. 


$2302. 

'l303. 

408. 

97. 

$1809. 


$  192. 
48. 
1569. 
574. 
249. 
619. 
119. 

$1311. 

53. 
23. 

45. 


30 
269 

$  12.34 
7.35 
4.99 

$  110. 
138. 


$1659. 

905. 

310. 

65. 

$3320 . 


$1836. 

66. 

1418. 

268. 

312. 

716. 

94. 

$1512. 

25. 

16. 
17. 


57 

248 

$  19.53 

7.88 

11.65 

$  102. 
137. 


$1555. 

775. 

283. 

82. 

$4766. 


$2418. 
90. 
2258. 
748. 
287, 
956. 
207. 

$2539. 

33. 
22. 
19. 


33 
244 

$  18.56 
8.74 
9.82 

$  103. 
146. 


$1692. 

732. 

412. 

84. 

$4519. 


$1388. 

58. 

5073 . 

984. 

236. 

1500. 

275. 

$2108. 

55. 
20. 
31. 


1/  Records  from  Edgar,  Douglas,  Coles, and  Moultrie  Counties  included  for  1932. 
2/  Records  from  Do^iglas ,  Moultrie,  Coles,  and  Shelby  Counties  included  for  1935. 
3/  Records  from  Ed^ar ,  Douglas,  Clark, and  Coles  Counties  included  for  1934. 
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Variation  in  CroD  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  anothei",  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  v.ary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dain- 
age,  frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  above  the  average  in  some  coiinties  and 
below  average;  in  other  counties  (Fig-ore  1).  The  1935  cor.ibined  yield  of  corn, 
oatr. ,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  liay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  v/ere  above  average,  while  v/heat  and  oats  yields  v/ere  bulow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.   They  v;ere 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belov;  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1954  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b-^girjiing  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  tilings  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  60  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  levpl.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  betv.-een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  crjangcd 
very  rapidly  d-oring  1935.   For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  jf^rain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  190S-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  93  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  durinc*  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v;orth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  193o,  but  only  43  cents  ivi  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  v/h'=re  caleulatel  on  tlie  1921-1  :;29  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bnsnel  to  ?b  cen'r,.  Hiy  dro-oocd  from  *]5.'.7  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Fogs  were  v.orth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  wer^'  worth  $9.00  in  Deccmoer.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7,67  to  $9.30  a  hun^lred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  :vr.65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  <^ggs 
advanced  from.  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  v;.-3ol  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  coiaparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  sajne  year. 
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AUmJAL  FAHlA  BUSINESS  HEPOHT  ON  THIRTY-THREE  ^ 

FARI,iS   IN  CHAIffAIGU  COUl^TY,    ILLINOIS,    1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J,  3.  Cunningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earning;s  in  Char.roaign  county  continued  upward  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five 
years.   Records  from  33  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $2739 
as  compared  v/ith  $2550  for  1934,  $1825  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $519  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  hov/ever,  net  inccmes  averaged  $244  lo"/er  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4823  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  "business  expenditure  was  $2344  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2479. 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2723  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  oper- 
ator and  fajnily  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  account- 
ing basis  but  not  imder  the  cash  basis.   This'  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrep- 
ancy between  the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $891  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
an  increase  of  $557  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accouiats  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown, that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.   The 
accounting  f?xms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  thaii  agriculture,  the  year 
1935  T/as  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  v/ith  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  aji  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  groi^)  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.5  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  corrrpared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  fa.rm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  t)roducts. 


*  J.  S.  Harris,  farm  adviser  in  Champaign  county,  cooperated  in  super- 
vising and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — C?sh  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 

33  Accotmting  Farms  in  Champaign  Covjity,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver, 

Aver. 

farm 

Ayer. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1936 

1934 

1955 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses -$  $46$  52 

Cattle 229  125 

Hogs 29     19 

Sheep 6     28 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  -  -  -  27     21 

Dairy  sales  ------ 

Feed  and  grains   _  -  -  -  149  141 

Machinery 882  540 

Imorovements  ------  133  106 

Lator 244  171 

Miscellaneous  -----  31     28 

Livestock  expense  -  _  -  28     21 

Crop  expense  ------  230  156 

Taxes 310  290 


Cash  income  jp 

er  farm 

$      $  75 

$  65 

542 

381 

734 

526 

61 

47 

268 

159 

301 

305 

2575 

2585 

197 

122 



4 

67 

89 

3 

8 

Total $      $2344  $1678     $      $4823  $4401 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  _----__-_--------_--$ 

Feed  and  grains  ------_----_-_-_ 

Machinery  --  _---__----_-_-___ 

Improvements  ------------------ 

Total  inventory  change  -----_-__-_-_$ 


Summary 

Total  cash  income  --___--____-_-__$ 

Total  cash  expense  --------------- 

Cash  balance  ------------_-_--_-$ 

Total  inventory  cliange  ----------___ 

Receipts  less  expenses  •-------_--___-$ 


.      $  319 

$  143 

1 

328 

411 

1 

272 

82 

m 

-28 

-79 

>      $  891 

$  55? 

V,' 

If 

$4823 

$4401 

2344 

1578 

$2479 

$2723 

891 

557 
$5280 

,      $3370 
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Farming  Conditionc  in  1935 

Fairm  ea.rnings  v/ere  tetter  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16,2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  v;as  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginnin;^  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  gre.in  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Incorae  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Champaign  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts, 
averaged  $734  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $626  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of  cattle, 
and  poultry  and  eggs,  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  grain  sales,  however, 
were  less  in  1835,  by  $10.   Total  cash  sales  were  $422  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than 
during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $665  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $540  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $882  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  feeds, 
improvements,  crop  expense,  li-vestock  purchases  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  follov/ed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  only  $328  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big 
expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $272 
per  farm,  as  compared  with  an  increase  of  $82  per  farm  in  1934.   In  either  of  the 
past  two  years  there  has  not  been  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  maintain 
inventory  valuations. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  alv/ays  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  jf  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  tlie  individual  farmer  can  control.  HoT/ever,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  conipared  with  other  farms.  A  farm,  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  loT/-in- 
come  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  ab- 


170 


-4- 

Table  2, — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings 
33  Champaign  Co^anty  Farr.is  in  1935 


on 


Items 

CAPITAL   IITyS5TI£Ei:TS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  _-__--- 
Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  ------------- 

Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS  MP   2TET  I1JCREAS5S 

Livestock  total-  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments )- 
Sheep   ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments )----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPE^TSES  AITO  2J5T  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

liiscellaneoas   livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  _ 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  exijenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &.   net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  E:sPBNs"es 

Total  unpaid  labor  __-_---- 

Operator's  labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  --  --------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IIjVESTI.IENT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management   ------ 

5fo   of  capital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  AIID  !!ANAGEIiEi:T  TAGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
33  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


11  least 

profitable 

farms 


$  29  708 

3  236 

1  345 

395 

529 

267 

68 

86 

1  407 

2  384 
$  38  080 


$  31  447 

3  400 

1  608 

307 

767 

419 

29 

85 

1  622 

2  895 
$  40  972 


$  29  202 

2  807 

1  150 

410 

428 

178 

46 

88 

1  194 

2  097 
$  36  450 


$   1  963 

26 
455 
865 

35 
126 
145 
301 

2754 
67 

3 

$   4  787 


$  2  930 


21 

883 

1375 

15 
140 
160 
336 

3026 

114 

2 


$   5  072 


$  1  309 

28 
228 
529 
19 
65 
135 
304 

2401 
46 

6 

$   3  762 


161 


413 

28 
230 
244 
310 

31 


178 


442 

37 
216 
252 
311 

27 


$   1  417 


t      1  463 


150 


443 

23 
275 
253 
300 

30 


$  1  485 


$   5  370 

631 
484 
147 


2  739 

7.19fo 

3  223 

1  904 


1  319 


$  4  609 

517 
503 
114 

3  992 
9.74^ 

4  495 
2  049 

$  2  445 


$  2  277 

555 
409 
146 

1  722 
4.72^ 


2 
1 


131 
823 


308 


171^ 
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normally  iiigh  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  l:ind  may  "be  seen  in 
the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  pro- 
fitable year  than  most  other  specialized  ^roup?.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his 
business  well  organized  sho'ild  not  b'3  influenced  bj^  conditions  of  this  kind  to  malce 
drastic  chemges  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing 
high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some 
farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficientl.y  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  be- 
cause they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and 
efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Chajnpaign  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  diff- 
erence of  $2270  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the 
farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  a,iid  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable 
in  1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3992  and  $1722  respec- 
tively (Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $593  was  in  inventory  and  $1739  was  in  cash. 
Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $3298  for  one  group  and  by  $1559  for  the  other 
(Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  fig'ores,  was  the  amoijnt  that 
was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Tnere  the 
cash  earnings  viere   hie,h,  more  money  v/as  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance, 
home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  p.nd  other  goods  and  services  that 
contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  E-xnings 

In  size,  there  was  a  difference  of  9  acres  between  that  third  of  the 
farms  which  were  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  least  profitable,  the 
farms  averaging  240  and  231  acres  respectively.   The  land  was  more  tillable,  by  1.8 
percent  and  was  worth  more  per  acre,  by  $4  on  the  most  profitable  group  of  farms. 
The  investment  in  improvements  an  acre  was  more  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most 
than  on  the  f  rms  that  paid  the  least. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  m.uch  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Chajnpaign  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$5072  and  $3752  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1463  and  $1485  respec- 
tively (T3-ble  2).  On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  v/ere  $25.27  and  $15.31  and  the 
expenses  $8.56  and  $8.84  respectively  (Table  3). 

A  tendency  on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  increase  hay  and  pasture 
acreage  and  decrease  grain  acreage,  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions  is  apparent 
in  most  cJUiities  of  Illinois,  A  rapidly  increasing  acreage  of  soybeans  and  small 
numbers  of  livestock,  however,  have  probably  retarded  this  trend  in  Chaj:npaign 
county,  there  being  only  17.1  percent  of  the  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  on 
accounting  farms  in  1935,  and  a  smaller  percenta,^e  of  tillable  lajid  in  such  soil 
conserving  crops  on  the  most  profitable  than  on  the  least  profitc.ble  farms. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
33  Cjisjrtpaign  Coionty  Farns  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
33  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


11  least 
profitable: 
farms    ' 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


G-ross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receiots  iDsr  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


241.0 
94.5 

$   19.36 

8.50 

11.56 

0  123. 
13.43 
158. 


240.3 
95.6 

$  25.27 

8^66 

16.51 

$  131. 
14.15 
171. 


230.7 
95.8 

$  15.31 
8.84 
7.47 

$  127. 
12.17 

158. 


I 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn-  ------------- 

Oats-  ------------- 

Wheat  ------------- 

Soybeans  for  grain  ------ 

Other  cultivated  crops  _  -  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  pasture  _  _  -  - 
Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  - 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre-  -  - 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre-  -  - 
ITieat,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre 


37.1 

17.9 
3.0 

22.4 
2.5 

11.4 
5.7 


38.4 
15.5 

5.0 

26.2 

.7 

11.5 

4.5 


55.5 
38.3 
20.7 
24.6 


62.5 
45.5 
23.0 
28.6 


30.5 
17.0 

5.3 

25.4 

.5 

13.0 

7.3 


55.1 
32.3 
20.0 
22.1 


$  571. 
191. 

101. 
209. 
5,3 
$  105. 
54. 
3.92 
5.55 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  -  _  -  -  _ 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$  954. 
203. 

126. 
258. 
5.9 
$  140. 
53. 
4.51 
8.04 


I  $1224. 
258. 

145. 

219. 

5.5 

$  155. 

55. 

6.33 
12.11 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acr4 


Number  of  worlc  horses  -  -  - 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses 


$ 


18. 
4.24 
2.06 
2.71 


4.4 
$  155. 


$   14. 
4.07 
2.18 
2 ,86 

4.3 
$  159. 


$ 


21. 
4.19 
2.38 
3.00 


4.4 
$  144, 


Improvement  cost  per  acre 
Taxes  per  acre-  ----- 


$ 


.67 
1.29 


$ 


.74 
1.29 


$ 


.69 
1.50 


Cash  balance  --__-_ 
Increase  in  inventory  -  - 
Rate  errned  on  investment 
G-ross  receiots  per  farm  - 


percent 


$2479. 
891. 
7.19 
$4787. 


$5298. 
1311. 
9.74 
$5072. 


$1559. 
713. 
4.72 

$3752. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Cliampaign  County  1935 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
33  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  col\mm  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 
farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 
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Sreater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  7.4  bushels  of  corn,  13.2 
busliels  of  oats,  and  3  bushels  of  wheat,  and  6.5  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the 
most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar 
advantages  are  alv/ays  apparent  in  farm  msjiajeraent  studies,  and  many  of  the  more 
efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net  earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better 
practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  r^andled 
were  the  two  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   The  11  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average  in- 
vestment of  $1520  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $903  on  the  least  pro- 
fitable group.   This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $5.33  and  $3.92  re- 
spectively, from  which  the  receipts  were  $12.11  and  $5.55  per  acre  for  the  two 
groups.   The  higli  income  group  fed  approximately  twice  as  much  feed  per  farm  as 
did  the  other  group,  and  for  each  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  received  $238  in  live- 
stock returns  compared  with  $191  for  the  other  group.   The  important  lands  of 
livestock  were  cattle  and  hogs,  the  most  profitable  farms  receiving  $44  more  per  $100l 
invested  in  cattle  and  $50  greater  income,  per  litter  of  pigs  farrowed.      "      ■! 

Iifhile  both  the  amount  of  livestock  ajid  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  sit'jation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advamta-j^e  to  the  livestock  farmer.  These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  landue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  taice  advantage  of  price  changes  tlian  are  those  v/hose  in- 
comes are  largely/  limited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $4.07  per  acre  for  labor  and  $2.85  for  pover  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $5.93  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense 
01  $4.19  for  labor  and  $3,00  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $7.19. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5 
percent  interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $2446 
left  for  their  labor  and  management,  v/hile  the  least  successful  operators  had 
$308. 
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Variations  in  S:.rnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  incxie  and  exipense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Champaign  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interestin;;'  because  of  the  chantjes  in 
price  level.  Yields  of  coi-n,  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1955  than  in  1934,  yet 
the  income  from  crops  was  $101  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  income,  on  the 
other  hand,  T/as  $472  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operatiiig  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.69  to  $9.63, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $6.54  to  $19.86,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Table  4, — Comparison  of  S?.rnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Cha::Tpai,?^n  CdJinty  for  1931-1935 


Items 


1931 


1932 


1933 


1934 


1955 


Number   of   farms   -------- 

Average   size   of  f ejrms ,    acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net   income  ^er  acre  -  - 


Average   value   of  land  per   acre 
Total  investment  per  acre   -   -   - 

Investment  per   farm  in: 

Total   livestock  ------- 

Cattle-   ----------- 

Hogs      _-_-__----_- 

Poultry  ----------- 


Gross  income  per  farm 


Income  per   farm  from: 

Crops   ------------ 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  - 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle-  ----------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Hogs-  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 


Cash  balance  --------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
1  Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  soj^beans  in  bu. 


34 
235 


7.47 

9.63 

-2.15 


$  170. 
213. 


$1735. 
533. 
346. 

10^1-. 

$1737. 


$  918. 

49. 
770. 

24. 
245 . 
342. 
150. 

$1426. 

46. 
45. 


31 
227 


6.54 
8.83 


$  145. 
178. 


$1437. 
573. 
277. 

34. 

$1482. 


$  697, 
36 . 
749. 
138. 
184. 
322. 
90. 

$1034. 

59. 
51. 


43 
231 

$  15.17 
3.25 
7.91 

$  135. 
168. 


$1348. 

566. 

212. 

84. 

$3734. 

$2571. 
59. 
1004. 
190. 
232. 
424. 
112. 

$1412. 

33, 

22. 

.   20. 


38 
252 

$   19.15 

7.59 

11.47 

$  131. 
167, 


$1272. 

565. 

205. 

78. 

$4'i45. 


$2855. 
97. 
1491 . 
297. 
305. 
677. 
156, 

$2723. 

25. 
13. 
25. 


35 
241 

19.86 

8.50 

11.36 


$  123. 
158. 


$1345. 

529. 

257. 

85. 

$4787. 


$2754. 
70. 
1963. 
465. 
301. 
855. 
125. 

$2479. 

57. 

38. 

.  25. 
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Vaxiation  in  Cro-o  Yields  in  Different  Paxts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amo-unt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vaxy  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1934-1953,   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  below  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  co\inties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  stcite 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  pai't 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  acco'ont  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  gra.in  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  moro  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  dm'ing  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
Janiiary  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  85  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  v.'orth  $7,25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lair.bs  from  $7.57  to  $9.30  a  hundred,  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1,65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AMUAl  FABM  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  FIFTY-ONE 
FARMS  IN  FORD  COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  R.  C.  Ross* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Ford  county  continued  upward  in  1935  and 
net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  51  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $3433  as  com- 
pared with  $2618  for  1934,  $1537  for  1933  and  a  loss  of  $838  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  inco.nes  averaged  $309  lower  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934,  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5417  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2738  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2679.   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2968  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  fajnily  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accouiitinj  basis  c-nd  the  cash  basis. 

The  ne t  inventory  increase  was  $1498  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
$383  per  farm  in  1934. 

F^jrm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  axee.   are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.   The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agricult'ore,  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934,  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  corapaxe  the  eco- 
noi.-iic  v/ell-being  of  farmers  with  other  grouos  in  society.   In  the  acco'onts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  i.ianagement  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  v/hile  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incjmes  v/ith  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  w'lich  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  fijxnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  H.  D,  Triplett,  farn*  adviser  in  Ford  county, cooperated  in  supervising 
and  collectiiig  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1, — Cash  Income,    Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes   on 
51  Ace  Giant  in,.;  Farms   in  Ford  Countj',    1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1?35 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per   farm  Cash  inco.T.e   per   farm 

Horses $              $85  $58              $              $   146     $   105 

Cattle _____  353  185 

Hogs 80  31 

Sheep 10  27 

Poultry  and  ej,gs   -   -   -  -  43  27 

Dairy   sales     ------  

Feed  and  grains   -  -  -  -  225  141 

Machinery 821  493 

Improvements  ---__-  249  105 

Labor 317  189 

Miscellaneous  -----  33  28 

Livestock  eiqjense  -  -  -  34  35 

Crop  expense  ------  177  134 

Taxes-  ---------  293  505      


761 

478 

831 

582 

63 

43 

364 

254 

318 

305 

2556 

2750 

236 

123 

1 

15 

109 

108 

2 

2 

Total $      $2738  $1757      $      $5417  $4745 


Inventory  chan^eg 

Livestock     _--__---------------$ 

Feed  and  grains     __-_--_-__--___- 
Machinery     ----_------_-_----- 

Improvements  ------------------ 

Total  inventory  change  -------------$ 


Summary 

Total  cash  income ____ _ _$      $5417  $4745 

Total  cash  expense  ----------------  2733  1757 

Cash  balance $     $2679  $2988 

Total  inventory  change  --------------  1498  585 

Receipts  less  expenses --_- --$      $4177  $5571 


$  806 

$  159 

455 

589 

271 

24 

-12 

-189 

$1498 

$  585 

I 

( 


1^ 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois,   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  cornbined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state.   (See  Fig.  1.) 

Price  changes  which  took  place  d^jring  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  mucn  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  v/ith  lar.^e  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  v/ere  hi,^er  on  Ford  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934  (Table  1), 
Cattle  sales  averaged  $761  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $478  a  farm  in  1934. 
Sales  of  ho.^s  averaged  $361ar.d$532  respectively.   Sales  of  poultry  and  e:5gs,  and 
dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  grain  sales,  however,  were 
less  in  1935  than  in  1934,   Total  cash  sales  v.o-re  $672  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than 
in  1934. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $981  a  farm  higher  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
The  largest  increase  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense  was 
$493  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $821  in  1935.   Farmers  for  several  years 
have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  vorn  out.   Other  items  for 
which  exoendit'ores  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds,  improvements, 
crop  expense,  livestock  purchases,  and  labor.   Taxes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935. 

Livestock  inventories  were  higher  at  tne  end  of  1935  than  at  the  begin- 
ning, as  were  also  inventories  of  machinery  ejid  feed  and  grain.   Inventories  of 
improvements  on  the  other  hand,  were  sli /xitly  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at 
the  beginning.  The  net  increase  in  inventory  for  the  yef-.r  v/as  $1498  a  farm,  as 
contrasted  with  axi   increase  of  $383  for  1934.   The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and 
grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934. 

Variation  in  Farm  Earnings 

'/?hether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and.  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  t^oie  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  v.'hich  the  individ-oal  farmer  can  control.   Hov/ever,  the  spjne  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  gro'jp  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  liappen  to 
be  abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  kind  may  be 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  E-rnings  on 
51  Ford  County  F-.-rms  in  1935 


41 


Item? 

CAPITAL    niVSSTimTTS 

Land  ---------------- 

Farm  improvements     --------- 

Livestock  total     ---------- 

Horses   -------------- 

Cattle  -------------- 

Hogs 

Sheep      _--__---_----_ 

Poultry     ------------- 

Machinery  and  ecuipment     ------ 

Feed,   grain  and  supplies   ------ 

Total  capital   investment     -  -   - 

RECEIPTS   A2ID  m^iJCn5ASES 

Livestock  total  ---------- 

Horses  -------------- 

Cattle  -------------- 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments)  -  - 
Sheep  -------------- 

poultry  ------------- 

Egg  sales  ------------ 

Dairy  sales  ----------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ------------- 

Labor  off  farm   ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts   ------ 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases  -  - 

EXPEKSES  AND  I'TET  DECREASES 

Farm  improvenents   --------- 

Horses  --------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  equipment      ------ 

Feed,    grain  and  supplies   ------ 

Livestock  expense     --------- 

Crop  expense  ------------ 

Hired  labor     ------------ 

Taxes-  --------------- 

Miscellaneous   expenses  ------- 

Total   expenses  &  net   decreases    -   - 

RECEIPTS   LESS  EXPENSES   

Total  unpaid  labor  ---------- 

Operator's    labor  -------___ 

Family  labor  ------------ 

Net   income   from  investment  and 

manr-gement-   ------------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON   INVESTMENT      

Retiorn   to   cr-.pital  and  operator's   labor 

and  management     -_---_-_-__ 
5^  of  capital   invested  -------- 

LABOR  AND  I.IANAGElffiNT   WAGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
51  farms 


17  most 

profitable 

farms 


17  least 
profitable 

farms 


$  32  852 
4  243 

1  856 
551 
744 
262 
64 
115 

1  666 

2  643 
$  43  240 


$  39  C12 

4  819 

2  479 

803 

1  132 

374 

30 

140 

1  710 

2  982 
$  51  002 


$  30  248 
4  064 
1  509 


1 
2 


$  4^ 


2  733 


4  565 


$   5  608 


$  8  125 


1  695 


129 

242 

100 

894 

1 

725 

421 

982 

1 

602 

633 

49 

29 

60 

173 

185 

154 

188 

259 

121 

318 

520 

206 

2  764 

3 

366 

2  034 

109 

196 

52 

2 



4 

260 


314 

34 

177 
317 
296 

33 


332 


225 

43 
219 
396 

336 


$   1  451 


1  593 


$   1 


J^ 


$   4  177 

744 
534 
210 

3  433 
7.94^ 

3  967 
2  162 

$   1  805 


$  6  532 

724 

540 
184 


5  808 
11.39^ 

6  348 
2  550 

$  3  798 


$  2 


1  765 
4.40j^ 


2  289 

2  005 
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seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  ■veil  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  Idind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  stuiied  all  the  factors 
causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular 
year.   Some  fa^-'ms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good 
earnings  because  thej   have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High 
crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of 
labor. 

On  the  Ford  county  farms  included  in  t.iis  report  tnere  was  a  difference 
of  $4043  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnin^^s  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
were  the  uiost  profitable  and  th- t  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in  1935. 
The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $5808  and  $1765  respectively  (Table 
2).   Of  this  difference,  $2252  was  in  inventory,  $1765  was  in  cash  and  $25  was  in 
unpaid  operator's  and  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $3942  for  one 
group  and  by  $3177  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by 
these  figiares,  was  the  amo'jnt  that  w-s  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and 
to  pay  living  expenses.  Wliere  the  ca.sh  earnings  were  hi^i^i,  more  money  was  available 
to  s'oend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and 
other  goods  and  services  that  contribute'  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  most  profitable  one-third  of  the  f-arms  in  this  study  a^veraged  288 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  278  acres;  a  difference  of  50  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  2.4  percent 
higher  and  the  value  per  acre  was  $8  more  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   Improve- 
ments were  better  on  the  more  profitable  farms,  as  indicated  by  a  $755  greater  in- 
ventory valiiation  than  was  found  on  the  least  profitable  farms  (Table  2).   The  value 
of  i.nprove.Tients  per  acre,  however,  was  lower  on  the  more  profitable  farms  because 
it  was  divided  over  more  acres  (Table  3). 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tv/een  the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high- and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Ford 
county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $8125  and 
$3785  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1593  and  $1270  respectively  (Table  2). 

One  important  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  between  these  groups  was 
the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $2590  a  farm  on  the  high-income  farms  dur- 
ing the  year,  and  only  $338  on  the  lov7-income  group. 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  dov/nward  after  the  first  of  the  year  and 
the  greatest  loss  was  taken  by  the  farms  with  the  larger  grain  inventory.   The 
more  profitable  group,  which  had  slightly  larger  inventories  of  feed  and  grain, 
more  than  offset  this  loss  by  feeding  a  much  larger  amount  of  feed  and  grain  to 
livestock  at  favorable  prices. 

There  was  a  raaxked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  farms,  tne  most  profitable  having  more  sweet  corn  and  otner  miscellaneous 
crops.   The  most  profitable  group  of  farms  had  a  lov/er  percent  of  tillable  laud  in 
grain  crops  e.nd  both  groups  had  a  significantly  high  proportion  of  their  farms  in 
hay  and  pasti^re,  indicating  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  the  more  successful  farm.ers 
to  adjust  their  cropping  systeuis  to  meet  chajit,i^^  econor.iic  conditions. 
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Table  3, — Factors  Helping  to  Ajaalyze   the  Farm  B^isines; 
51  Ford  County  Farms  in  1935 


on 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
51  farms 

17  most 

profitable 

farm.s 

17  least 
crofitabi 

farms 

- 

$ 
$ 

264.0 
94.5 

21.24 

8.24 

13.00 

124. 

16.07 
164. 

$ 
$ 

288.4 
95.5 

28.17 

8.03 

20.14 

155. 

15.71 
177. 

$ 
$ 

233.2 

Percent  of  laJid  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

93.1 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  eiDenses  per  acre  ------- 

$ 

15.89 
8.48 

Net  receipts  oer  acre  -------- 

7.41 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

127. 
17. 06 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

1  ~  "^ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

39.8 

25.5 

7.5 

5.0 
16.8 

4.5 

37.7 

23.1 

.7 

8.8 

18.9 

6.1 

2.7 

40. 

Aat------         -       ___ 

28.3 

Wheat  ----  _---__--- 



Soybeans  for  grain  -------- 

7.2 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

3.6 

Legume  hay  and  isasture  ------ 

lb. 7 

ITon-legurae  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

5.2 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

59.2 
33.4 

20. 0 

65.1 
39.0 

20.6 

56.1 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

29.5 

Soybeans,  bu.  -oor  acre   ------ 

15.5 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$ 
$ 

1232. 
211. 

122. 

257. 
5.1 

150. 
55. 
5.89 
9.86 

$ 
$ 

1816. 
238. 

139. 
289. 

5.4 
170. 
bl. 

8.24 
14.98 

$ 
$ 

837. 
191. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

112. 

249. 

pigs  weaned  tser  litter  ------- 

5.5 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

$ 

124. 
38. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

4.29 

Rec<=!ipt:^  from  productivf!  L.  3.  per  A. 

O.70 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
V.-:.n   labor  cost  oer  crop  acre  -  _  -  - 

$ 

$ 
$ 

IB. 
4.67 

1.45 
1.91 

5.2 
229. 

$ 
$ 

13. 
4.42 
.95 
1.18 

5.9 
295. 

$ 
$ 

25. 
5.18 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

1.83 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  croD  acre 

2.38 

Nuiriber  of  work  horses  -------- 

5.1 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

$ 

204. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Ta-xos  per  acre-  ----------- 

$  , 

$ 

.98 

1.12 

$ 

1.15 
1.16 

$ 

CC 

•  • 

1. 

Cash  balance-  --------  - 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

$, 

$ 

2579. 
14f8. 

7.94 
5608. 

$ 
$ 

3942. 
2590. 

11.39 
8125. 

$ 
$ 

2177. 
338. 

Rai-e  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 

4.40 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 

$ 

3785. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts 
of  Your  Business,  Ford  Coiznty  1935 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  niddle  of  the  p;>.ge 
51  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  na:aed  at 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  raeasuring 
farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  cornp&re  your  efficiency  with 
yo'or  locality. 


are  the  a.verages  for  the 
the  top  of  the  page.  By 
the  efficiency  of  your 
that  of  other  farmers  in 


-p 

c 

-C  -P 
'-.  c; 

'-  ^. 

-P 

IS 

Crop  yields 

Ho^s:   Income 

per  litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales  per 
dairy  cov/ 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

He turns  per  $100 
of  feed  fod 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in        | 
inventory 

CD 

B 

d 
1— 1 

d 

m 

d 
o 

Gross 
recei-Dts 

•H 

CO 

O 

u 
o 

u 

O 

o 
o 

r-l 

CD 

CO 

-p 
d 
o 

CO 

1—1 

«  'm 
CO  p! 

o 

00 

o 

d 

a  u 

d  (D 
&  O 

o 

d 

u 

d 
u 

r 
Ah 

15.5 

79 

54 

30 

200 

80 

420 

350 

2.20 



3 

4000 

5200 

31 

8600 

450 

.,  I'l.P  . 

75 

50 

28 

190 

75 

390 

330 

2.70 

6 

3500 

4700 

29 

8000 

420 

12.5 

71 

45 

26 

180 

70 

360 

300 

3.20 

.40 

9 

3000 

4200 

27 

7400 

380 

11.0 

57 

42 

24 

170 

65 

330 

270 

3.70 

.90 

12 

2500 

3700 

25 

5800 

340 

9.6 

53 

38 

22 

160 

60 

300 

240 

4.20 

1.40 

15 

2000 

3200 

23 

5200 

300 

1^  7.94 

59.2 

33.4 

20 

150 

55 

267 

211 

4.57 

1.91 

18 

1498 

2879 

2124 

5608 

264 

6.5 

55 

r 

30 

18 

140 

50 

240 

180 

5.20 

2.40 

21 

1000 

2200 

19 

5000 

220 

5.0 

51 

26 

16 

130 

45 

210 

150 

5.70 

2.90 

24 

500 

1700 

17 

4400 

180 

3.5 

47 

32 

14 

12:: 

4r^ 

180 

120 

5.20 

3.40 

27 

0 

120  D 

15 

3800 

140 

2.0 

43 

18 

12 

110 

35 

150 

90 

5.70 

3.90 

30 

-5' JO 

700 

13 

3200 

100 

i 

39 

14 

10 

100 

30 

120 

50 

7.20 

4.40 

33 

-lOOC 

200 

11 

2600 

60 

18k 
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Greater  crop  yields,  a-iioujating  to  9.0  bushels  of  corn,  9.5  bushels  of 
oats,  and  5  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  17  most  profitable  farms  a  great  advantage 
over  the  17  least  profitable  faxns. 

The  ajnount  of  livestoclc  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
the  two  most  irr5;ortant  factors  accountintg  for  the  difference  in  earnings  between 
the  two  groups  of  fr.rms.  The  17  niost  profitable  farms  had.  aii  average  investment  of 
$2375  in  productive  livestoclc  compared  with  $1022  on  the  least  profitable  group. 
This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $3.24  and  $4.29  respectively,  from  which 
the  receipts  v/ere  $14.98  and  $6.70  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.   The  nigh  inconie 
group  fed  more  than  twice  as  rauch  feed  per  farm  as  did  the  other  group,  and  for 
each  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  received  $238  in  livestock  ret-orns  compared  with  $191 
for  the  otner  groxip.     The  important  kinds  of  livestock  v/ere  cattle  and  hogs.   In 
the  high  income  group  the  cattle  were  both  beef  and  dairy  cattle.  Sales  of  dairy 
products  per  cow  averaged  $81  for  this  group,  and  $38  for  the  low-income  group. 
The  average  income  per  litter  of  hogs  was  $170  and  $124  for  the  two  groups. 

'iVliile  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  situation  in  1935  gave  a 
maxked  advantage  to  the  livestock  fc.rmer.  These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indic^.ting  a  need  for  an  undue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  s.-)urces  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  v/hose 
incomes  are  1  .rgely  limited  to  one  source. 


The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $4.42  per  a.cre  for  labor  and  $1.18  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $5.50  for  these  tv/o  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense 
of  $5.18  for  lo-bor  and  $2.38  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $7.55. 


After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  perce; 
interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $3798  left  for 
their  labor  and  •..lana/^ement ,  while  the  least  successful  operators  had  $284. 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 


A  corappjison  of  production,  incO:ne  and  expenditores  on  the  accounting 
farms  in  Ford  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting;  because  of  the  changes  in 
price  level.   Corn  yields  on  the  accounting  farms  were  the  highest  in  six  years,  and 
oat  yields,  while  only  fair,  were  the  best  since  1932,   Grain  crops,  v/hile  lower  in 
price  than  in  1934,  combined  with  good  yields  resulted  in  an  income  from  grain 
nearly  as  large  as  in  1934  and  provided  feed  for  a  larger  amount  of  livestock.   Live- 
stock income  averaged  more  than  a  thousand  dollars  a  farm  more  in  1935  than  in  any 
year  since  1929,  As  a  result  of  the  favorable  production  of  crops  and  favorable 
prices  of  livestock  in  1935  the  gross  income  per  farm  averaged  the  best  in  six  years. 
Cash  exoenses  were  also  the  highest  in  six  years,  as  farmers  replaced  v/orn-out  equip- 
ment, and  provided  other  means  for  maintaining  the  productive  capacity  of  their  farms. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Ef-.rnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Ford  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 

Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  f  pj*ms ,  acres 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Net  income  per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in; 
Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle-  -__--_-_--- 

Hogs 

Poultry  ----------- 

Gross  income  per  farm  -  -  -  -  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  ------------ 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  _  _ 
Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle  -----___--- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Hogs-  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Cash  balance  ---___-_- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


1931 


1932 


193; 


1934 


1935 


33 
275 


9.62 

9.38 

.24 


$  171. 
211. 


$2214. 
975. 
387. 
137. 

$2650. 


$1462. 
33, 
1155. 
108. 
409, 
451. 
182, 


$1954, 


44. 
47. 


30 
254 

$   4.96 

8.13 

-3.17 

$  132. 
171. 


$1896. 
785. 
280. 
130. 

$1311. 


$  259. 
74. 
958. 
119. 
291. 
352, 
169. 

$  919. 

50, 
42. 


32 
282 

13.05 
7.26 
5.80 


$  129. 

161. 


$1660. 
759. 
191. 
115. 

$3688. 


$2520 , 

15, 

1153, 

304. 

2f  16 . 
420 , 
156. 

$1454. 

32, 
19. 


39 
271 

$  17.30 
7.64 
9.66 

$  125. 
153. 


$1614. 

594. 

188, 

98, 

$4686, 


$2978. 
110. 
1598, 
340. 
305, 
591, 
107, 

$2988, 

29, 

13. 


51 
264 

$  21.24 

8,24 

13.00 

$  124. 
154. 


$1836. 
744. 
262. 
115. 

$5608. 


$2764. 
111. 
2733. 
894. 
318. 
982. 
361. 

$2679. 

59. 
33. 
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Variation  ir.  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vaxy  froa  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  croppint  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  a'no\mt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  v.TU-y  from  oue  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  ths  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dain- 
s^e ,    frost  dajuar^e,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  above  the  aversuge  in  some  co'jaities  and 
below  average  in  othex'  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  con.bined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  said  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  v/heat  and  oats  yields  were  bdow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  p<^rt  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Loiuis.   They  were 
much  belov;-  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belov/  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  acco-jnt  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  ena  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
v/as  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  tilings  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  pa.id  by  ffj-mers  for  conimodities 
bought  advanced  from  60  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-192S  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  fe.rm  -nroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
vez-y  rapidly  during  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  llo  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Januai'y,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  sarie  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.23 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  nilk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  Docember  of  the  same  year. 


187 


AKmjAL  7ARM  BUSIITESS  H3P0HT  ON  THIRTY-FIVE 
FARMS  IN  IROQUOIS  C0U1>TTY,  ILLINOIS,  1P35 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  CunninghaBi,  E.  L.  Saner* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Iroquois  county  continued  upward  in  19S5 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  p3,st  five  years. 
Records  from  35  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  faru  of  $2583  as 
compared  with  $1753  for  1934,  $1089  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $584  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  hasis,  net  incomes  averaged  $751  per  farm  lower  in  1935  than 
in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4449  in  1935,  the  average  casii  husiness 
expenditure  was  $2793  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1556.   In  1934  the  cash 
balance  was  $2407  per  farm.   Inventory  increases  however  were  larger  in  1935  than 
in  1934,  vifhich  accounts  for  the  larger  net  income  in  1935. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1659  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted 
with  $134  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shoivn  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  v;age  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  shov/ed  average  earnings  of  6,6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sur-  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  abiliti'.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  gro'jps  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accoujits  the  net  income  must  be  dividod  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  con^^are  farm  incomes  with  incoraes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  r3ceive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  growp  of  82  central  Illinois  f.arm  families  in  the  Farm  Brreau  Farm 
Management  service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  \/hen  estimated  on  bhe  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  C.  S.  Johnson,  farm  adviser  in  Iroquois  county, cooperated  in  supervising  and 
collecting  the  records  on  wnich  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on 

35  Accountine  Farms  in  Iroquois  County,  1935  and  1934 


1 

f 


— — 

Your 

YO-CiT 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver, 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses _  _  _  $      $  103  $    41 

Cattle _  _  _  422  251 

Hogs -  47  18 

Sheep -  76  37 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  32  25 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  

Feed  and  grains     -  263  337 

Machinery     -   -   -   -  894  311 

Imriroveraents   -   -   -  138  110 

Labor 289  189 

Iliscellaneous  -  -  30  26 

Livestock  expense  47  50 

Crop  ejroense  -  -  -  156  131 

Taxes -  296  311 


Casn 

inco:.ie  p 

er 

tarm 

$ 

$  163 

$ 

82 

645 

570 

794 

607 

123 

137 

360 

249 

452 

484 

1701 

1932 

145 

71 

2 

— _ 

53 

111 

1 

2 

Total $      $2793  $  1838     $       $4449  $  4245 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  __--_-____________$ 

Feed  and  grains   _______________ 

Machinery  ----__-------_---- 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -----------$ 


Summary 

Total  cash  income  ---_-----__---$ 

Total  cash  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  ---------__----__$ 

Total  inventory  change  ------------ 

Receipts  less  expenses  -----------   -^ 


1       $  844 

$  323 

579 



344 

-59 

-108 

-130 

;       $1659 

$   134 

$4449 

$  4245 

2793 

1338 

$1656 

$  2407 

1659 

134 

$3315 

$  2541 

1891 
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Parming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  -.vere  "better  in  1935  than  in  1954  for  inost  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  vmeat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  ni^ner  in  1S35  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state.   (See  Fig.  !•) 

Price  changes  which  tooh  place  dMrini";  1S35  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hof;s  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   Tae  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  tha.n  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  axfecting  those 
farms  with  lai'ge  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Iroquois  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Hog  sales  averaged  $794  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $607  a  farm  in 
1934.   Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934; 
grain  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935  than  in  1934,   Tots.l  cash  sales  were  $204 
a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $955  a  farni  higlier  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense for  this  item  we.s  $311  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $894  in  1935.   Farmers 
for  several  jreai's  have  not  replaced  their  !Tia.chinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out. 
Other  items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  tiian  in  1934  include:   im- 
provements, crop  expense,  livestocl^  piu-chases  and  labor.  Taxes  were  slightly  lower 
in  1935  than  in  1934, 

Livestock  inventories  w^re  higher  at  the  end  of  1935  th8,n  at  the  beginning, 
as  were;  also  inventories  of  machinery  and  feed  and  grains.   Inventories  of  improve- 
ments on  the  other  hand  were  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  3,t  thu  beginning. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Tnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  al'.-ays  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  t^v-pe  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  nain,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  ■■vhic'-i  the  individual  farmer  axi   control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  los 
on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms,  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  hi.gh-  or  low- 
income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be 
abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  exaiTOle  of  tnis  kind  )na/  be 
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Table   2.  —  Invest.nents, 
35   Iroquoir, 


Receipts,   Expenses   aiiid  Earnings   on 
Cou.ity  Farms   iii  1935 


Items 


CAPITAL   IUVEST!ENTS 


Land  ------------ 

Farm  improvements  _  _  -  _  - 
Livestock  total  ------ 

Horses  ---------- 

Cattle  ---------- 

Hogs ____- 

Sheep  ---------- 

Poultry  --__-_--- 
Machinery  and  equipment  -  - 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 


Your 
farm 


RECEIPTS  a;-:d  itet  i::cr~ases 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 


Average  of 
35  farms 


$28  181 
5  054 
2  106 

703 
841 
311 
144 
107 

1  392 

2  253 

$38  965 


$  2  701 

85 
813 
873 
107 
166 
204 
452 

2  017 
63 

1 

$  4  782 


12  most 

profitable 

farms 


$25  945 

5  369 

2  481 

730 

1  245 

326 

71 

109 

1  241 

2  007 

$38  043 


$  3  840 

141 
1  296 

1  144 
132 
146 
219 
752 

2  365 

39 

1 

$  6  246 


12  least 
profitable 

farn-.s 


$28  707 

5  352 

1  696 

752 

576 

228 

47 

93 

1  288 

2  288 

$3S  341 


$  1 


1  555 

35 

1 


EXPENSES  AMD  ITET  DECREASES 


Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Horses   _-_-__-_ 
Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  ?jid  equipment 
Feed,  grain  and  siroplies 
Livestock  expense  -  -  - 
Crop  expense  ------ 

Hired  labor  _-_-_- 
Taxes  --------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  - 


Total  expenses  L   net  decreases 


$   244 


405 

47 
156 
289 
296 

30 

$  1  437 


$   247 


509 

64 
190 
345 

317 

30 

$  1  702 


$" 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES 


Total  -unpaid  labor  ---------- 

Operator's  labor  --_----__- 

Family  labor  ------------ 

Net  income  from  investment  and  manage- 
ment -_------------__ 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IlT\rESTI3:NT 

Return  to  capital  suid  operator's 

labor  and  management  __--_-- 
5^  of  capital  invested  __---_-_ 
LABOR  AND  I^ANASEIENT  WAGE 


$  3  315 

727 
492 
235 

2  588 
5.64^ 

3  08C 
1  949 

%    1  131 


$  4  544 

755 
517 
239 

3  788 
9.96^ 

4  305 
1  902 

$  2  403 


$  1  952 


1  197 


1  692 

1  957 

$  -275 


191 


-o- 

seen  in  the  1955  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hog3,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groaps.  An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this 
kind  to  maize   drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  ..las  studied  all  the 
factors  causin;!;  high  or  low  retiu'ns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a 
particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not 
show  good  e3xninix;s  oecause  they  h/ive  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only. 
High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  tue  result  of  several  years 
of  labor. 

On  the  Iroquois  county  farraa  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $2591  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms 
which  were  the  most  profitable  s.nd  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in 
1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  tne  two  groups  were  $3738  and  $1197  respectively 
(Table  2).      Of  this  difference  $2060  was  in  inventory  and   $532  was  in  cash.   The 
rest  of  the  difference  was  in  family  labor.  Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1684 
for  one  group  and  by  $1152  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures,  v/a.s  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital 
and  to  pay  livinr],  expenses,  Yuiere   the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was 
available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recre- 
ation, and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  steadard  of  livin;;. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  most  profita.ble  one-third  of  the  farms  in  this  study  averaged  253 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  234  a.cr3s;  a  difference  of  19  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  v>'as  1.5  percent 
higher  but  the  value  per  acre  was  $17  less  than  on  the  low-income  farms.  The  total 
investment  in  improvements  was  approximately  the  same  for  the  two  groups  of  farms 
but  the  investment  was  spread  over  a  larger  acreage  on  the  more  profitable  group  of 
farms,  accounting  for  a  smaller  investment  oy   $1.70  per  acre. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high- and  low- incom»e  farms  than  betv/een 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  true  on  these  Iroquois  county 
farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $5245  and  $3210  and 
for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1702  and  $1258  respectively  (Table  1).   On  an 
acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $24.57  and  $13.71  and  the  expenses  $9.71  and  $8.50 
respectively  (Table  3). 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downv/ard  after  the  first  of  the  year,  but 
the  high  gr^-uo  took  less  loss  on  this  account  because  of  having  a  smaller  inventory 
of  feed,  grain,  and  supplies  on  January  1,  1935  by  $281  (Table  2). 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  frjrms,  the  most  profitable  having  more  hay  and  pasture,  of  the  leg-ume 
type,  and  less  oats  (Table  3).  This  difference  indicated  a  greater  tendency  on 
the  part  of  operators  of  the  aigher-income  farms  to  adjust  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helpinj;  to  Ai.alyze   tae  F?,rm  Business   on 
35   Iroquois   County  F  rms   i.".   1935 


II 


Items 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  par  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  _  -  -  - 
Value  of  inrorovei-nents  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Yoiu- 
farm 


Averati'e   of 
35   farms 


254.1 
91.7 

18.32 

8.S4 

10.16 

111. 

19.89 
153. 


12  most 

profitable 

farms 


12  least 
'profitable 
farms 


253.2 
93.6 

24.67 

9.71 

14.96 

105 . 

21.20 
150. 


234.1 

92.0 

$  13.71 
8.50 
5.11 

$  123. 
22.90 

158. 


percent  of  tillable  laud  in: 
Corn  ----------- 

Oats  ----------- 

Fneat  ----------- 

Soybeans  for  grain  -  -  -  - 

Other  cultivated  crops  -  - 
Le^^ume  hay  and  pasture  -  - 
Non-legume  hay  and  pasture 


35.0 

24.9 

.1 

6.8 

5.3 

15.7 

12.2 


34.8 

20.0 

.3 

9.1 

6.9 

21.7 

7.2 


33.3 
28.3 

6.5 

3.9 
13.9 

14.0 


Croo  yields 


Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Soybeans,  bu,  per  acre 


59.4 
34.4 
22. S 


63.2 
44.5 
23.4 


56.7 
31.8 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle   _----_---__--_ 

Poultry  -------------- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  _  -  _  _  _ 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$  1292. 


202. 

111. 
289. 

5.6 
135. 
76. 

7.13 
10.29 


$  1706. 
217. 


n  o 


121, 

274. 

5, 

138. 
101. 
9.28 
14.51 


$  934. 

163. 

92. 

316. 

5.0 

$  135. 

52. 


P,Q 


4. 

6.51   'i: 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income  - 
Man  labor  cost  per  croo  acre  -  -  _  _ 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 


Number  of  work  horses  -  -  - 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses 


$   21. 

5.19 
2.12 
2.94 

5.3 

$   242. 


$    17. 

5.50 
2.64 
3.27 

5.6 
$  264. 


Improvement  cost  per  acre 
Taxes  per  acre  ----- 


$ 


.96 
1.15 


.98 
1.25 


29. 
5.35 
2.00 
3.32 


5.4 
$  244. 


$ 


1.00 
.99 


Cash  balance  ------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -  - 
Rate  earned  on  investment 
Gross  receipts  ler   farm  - 


-  percent 


$  1555. 
1559. 
6.64^ 
$  4782. 


$  1684. 
2860. 


$  6245, 


9.955$ 


$1152. 
800.   ' 
3. 04-? 

$3210. 


chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  pp.rts  of  Your  Business, 

Iroq^uois  County  1935 
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The  numbers  ahove  the  lines  across  the  rr.iddle  of  the  -Q»:.e  'ire   the  averages  for  the 

35  fa,rms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  tne  top  of  the  page.  By 

drawing  a,  line  across  eech   colurim  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 

in  tri8.t  factor,  you  can  compr.re  your  efficienc/  with  th?t  of  otlier  f  ^.'mers  in  .yo'or 
locality. 
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125 

390 
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.20 

.50 
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3150 

3150 

29 

5800 

405 

12.5 

76 

50 

31 

176 

116 

370 

280 

1.20 

1.00 

5 

2850 

2850 

27 

5400 

375 

11.0 

72 

45 

29 

165 

105 

350 

250 

2.20 

1.50 

9 

2550 

2550 

25 

6000 

345 

9.5 

58 

42 

27 

156 

96 

330 

240 

3.20 

2.00 

13 

3250 

2250 

23 

5500 

315 

8.0 

64 

33 

25 

146 

86 

310 

220 

4.20 

2.50 

17 

1950 

1950 

21 

5200 

285 

6.6 

59.4 

34.4 

22.9 

135 

76 

289 

202 

5.19 

2.94 

21 

1559 

1656 

18.82 

4782 

254 

1 

5.0 

55 

30 

21 

125 

65 

270 

180 

6.20 

3.50 

25 

1350 

1350 

17 

4400 

225 

3.5 

52 

26 

19 

116 

56 

250 

150 

7.20 

4.00 

"1 

29     1050 

1050 

15 

4000 

195 

i 

2.0 

48 

22 

17 

106 

45 

230 

140 

8.20 

4.50 

33 

750 

750 

13 

3500 

155 

;      .5 

44 

18 

15 

95 

35 

210 

120 

9.20 

5.00 

37 

450 

450 

11 

3200 

135 

1 
i 

-1.0 

40 

14 

13 

86 

26 

190 

100 

10.20 

5.50 

1 
! 

41     '   150 

150 

9 

2800 

105 
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Greater  crop  yislds  per  acre  aunounting  co  S.5  fcusliels  of  corn,  12.7  bushel^ 
of  oats  and  2.2  cusliels  of  soybeans  gave  the  12  most  profitable  farms  a  bi,^  advantage 
over  tlie  12  least  orofitable  f -..rms . 


The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  iu  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  fai'ras.  Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  12 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $4.39  per  acre  greater  and  the  amo'ont  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $772  per  fariTi  ri.ore  than  on  the  12  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle, as  well  as  the  income  per  litter  of  pigs  farrowed 
and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on  the  r.vore  profitable 
farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  best  there  was  a  return  of  $217  as  contrasted  with  a  return  jf  $153  for  the 
same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms.  w 

The  lart^er  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $5.50  per  crop  acre-  for  labor  and  $3.27  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$8.77  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  gro\3p 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$5.35  for  labor  and  $3.92  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $9.27. 

After  all  expenses  v.-ere  oaid,  including  pay  for  family  I'-.bor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $2403  left  for  their 
labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $275  of  having 
eno'jgh  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  c^.pital)  and  had 
nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 
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Variation  in  3arnin^s  Over  Five-Year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expendit\ires  on  the  acco\Hiting  farms 
in  Iroquois  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  tlie  changes  in 
price  level.   Com  a,nd  oats  yields  Y.'ere  much  better  on  the  accounting  farms  in  1935 
than  in  1934.   Net  receipts  per  acre  were  much  larger  than  for  1934,  although  the  cash 
balance  per  farm  was  not  as  large  as  for  1934. 

Table  4. — Coniparison  of  Eai'nin^s  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Iroquois  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 


19311/ 


19 


W! 


19 


53ir 


1934 


1935 


Number  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  f:^rms,  acres 


G-ross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  oer  acre 


Average  land  value  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs   __----_- 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 

Cattle 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs 

PoMltry  ------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  ^'ield  of  oats  in  bu. 


41 
242 

7.93 
10.19 
-2.26 


37 
234 


5.67 

8.59 

-2  92 


$  134 
184 


$2422 
974 
445 
150 

$1915 


$  568 

35 

1311 

12 

590 

434 

230 

$1542 

41 


$  125 
169 


$  1822 
715 
221 
138 

$  1327 


$  284 
25 
1018 
138 
362 
286 
180 

$  955 

49 

43 


34 

231 

$  13.21 
8.49 
4.72 

$  117 
158 


$1740 
810 
188 
123 

$3048 


$1822 
32 
1194 
112 
358 
474 
189 

$1247 

29 
18 


31 
255 

14.85 
7.98 
5.88 


$   108 
148 


$  1881 

735 

223 

91 

$  3787 


$  1595 
113 
2079 
550 
484 
554 
234 

$  2407 

23 
15 


254 

18.82 

8.64 

10.18 

111 
153 


$  2106 
341 
311 
107 

$  4782 


$  2017 
54 
2701 
813 
452 
373 
370 

$  1556 

59 
34 


1/  Record  from  Kankakee  County  included  in  1S31. 

3/  Record  from  Kankakee  and  Vermilion  Co'.mties  included'ior  1932  and  1933. 
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Variatior.  ir.  Ci'otd  Yields  in  Difi'erent  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  tne 
state  to  anothe:-,  defending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  sj'stem  practised, 
and  \:^on  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distriDution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age ,  f ro s t  dam;i^e ,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wer<3  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fi^r.ire  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933,   Corn,  soybean,  ?jad  hay 
yields  v/ere  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  v/ere  bolow  average. 

Yields  y/cre  much  ;xbove  average  in  19S5  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  p-^a't  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis,   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belo*:?  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  hie;h  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  •_ccount  since  there  wore 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  b^jj''.   For  1934  Illinsis  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  38  percent. 
During  the  sam3  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  ff^xmers  for  coijinoditiss 
bought  advance!  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  7or  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  nroducts  a.dvanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  193o. 

The  relationship  betv;een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  chr.ngcd 
very  rapidly  d-u'inft  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  93  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm,  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  85  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  D'^ce-nber  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1329  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  liveEtock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  werp  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  fro.n  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  01.75  a  h-jndred,  ejgs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cants  a  r»ound  when  compai'ing  January  1935  with  Dece-aber  of  the  sane  year. 
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ANinjAL  TUBlli   BUSINESS  3SP0RT  ON  THIRTY-THREE 
FARI.IS  IN  KANKAKEE  COUIOTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  3.  Cuiininghani,  S.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Kinlcsikee  coimty  continued  upward  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  33  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $2220  as 
compared  with  $940  for  1934,  $1089  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $684  for  1&32. 

On  a  cash  tasis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $525  higher  per  farm 
in  1935  than  iu  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4598  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2676  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1922.   In 

1934  the  cash  balfjice  was  $1396  per  farrj.   Inventory  clianges  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  r.re  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting'  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accountint^,  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1045  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
$374  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  averaf^e 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all  farms 
in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.  The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1956, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
yeax  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  i'ro-op  of  industrial  corporatioias 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-bein;]^  of  xarmers  with  other  groaps  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  manao'ement. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  faxm  incomes  v/ith  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  fajnily  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port. For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363  per 
family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimp.ted  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices  for 
fsirm  products. 


*G,  T,  Swaim,  farm  adviser  in  Kanlcakee  county,  cooperated  in  supervising 
and  collectinf  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on  33 
Accounting  Farms  in  Kankakee  Co'onty,  1935  and  19541/ 


Your 

Yo-jx 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expeixae  per  farm   Cash  inco.ne  per  farm 


Horses  ------ 

Cattle  ------ 

Hogs 

Sheep  ___-_. 
Poultry  axid  e^^jgs  ■ 
Dairy  sales  -  -  - 
Feed  and  grains 
rischinery  -  -  -  - 

Improvements  -  -  - 
Labor  ------ 

Miscellaneous  -  - 
Livestock  expense 
Crop  expense  -  -  - 
'Taxes  ------ 

Total  -  -  -  -  - 


$ 

$  48 

$ 

54 

379 

255 

37 

51 

3 

38 

37 

31 

240 

255 

942 

501 

224 

158 

215 

159 

29 

34 

45 

36 

241 

195 

235 

■$" 

255 

$ 

$2575 

2051 

^    C^O 

$  42 

511 

543 

552 

510 

31 

9 

388 

257 

536 

406 

2140 

1514 

138 

63 



2 

103 

80 

1 

1 

$4598  $3427 


Inventory  chan,^es 

Livestock  _-----------------$ 

Feed  and  gi-ains   --_____-__--_-_ 

Machinery  ------------------ 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  ----_------$ 


$  41?  $  163 
295  217 
332     51 

1  _  -57 

$1045 


574 


Sumniary 

Total  cash  income  -_-____--__-__$ 

Total  cash  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  ------_--------__$ 

Total  i.aventory  change  ------------ 

Receipts  less  expenses  ------------$ 


$4598 
2576 


$3427 
2031 


S1922  ;^1395 

_  1045    374 

$2957  $1770 


1/  Records  from  Kankakee  and  Vermilion  Counties  for  1S54. 
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Faxming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  "better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  vmole  the  co.-nbined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933, 
There  was  a  v.'ide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  di.u-ing  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  hi';her  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affectin-":  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  C'nanges 

Cash  sales  rere   higher  on  Kankakee  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934  (Table 
1).  Feed  and  grain  sales, including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts, 
averaged  $2140  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1514  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of 
cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
Total  cash  sales  averaged  $1171  larger  a  farm  in  1935  than  d'oring  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $645  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
One  of  the  laa'gest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  S501  a  fpxm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $942  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  large.-  in  1935  than  in  1954  include:   iuiprovements , 
crop  exoense,  livestock  -purchases  and  labor.   Taxes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935  than 
in  1934'. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  orice  trend  during  the  year,  and,  der;pite  better  crops  tlian  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  only  $295  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
Big  expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of 
$332  per  fajrm,  as  conpaxed  with  an  increase  of  $51  per  f?rm  in  1934,  Last  year 
there  v^ras  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  offset  depreciation,  there  being  an 
inventory  iiacrease  of  $1  per  farm  as  compared  with  an  inventory  decrease  of  $57  per 
farm  for  the  previous  year. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Tiiether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  alv/ays  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individijal  f-rms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  pJiysical  factors  bearing  on 
the  tj'pe  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  raain,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  mcividual  fa,rmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  alv/ays  result  in  the  saine  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  f?.rms.   A  f^.rn  may  fall  in  the  hi  ~h-  or 
low-income  ^roup  because  the  operator  is  specialising  in  products  that  laappen  to 
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Table  2.  —  Investments,   Heceipts,   Expenses   aiid  Earnings  on 
33  Kanlcakee  County  p^xnis   in  1935 


Items 


CAFITAl   niVSSTl.GIJTS 


LEtna  ------ 

Farm  improvements 
Livestock  total 
Horses  -  -  -  - 


Cattle  ---------- 

Hogs 

Sheep  ---------- 

Poultry  --------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  - 

Total  caoital  investment 


RECEIPTS  AND  IT^^T  HICREASES 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Es'g  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 


Youi' 

farm 


Average  of 

33  farms 


$  24  077 

4  539 

1  698 

580 

730 

199 

68 

121 

1  585 

2  596 


$  34  395 


2  129 

45 
550 
592 

25 

163 
218 

536 

2  195 
103 

1 

$   4  423 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


$  25  093 

4  665 

1  585 

544 

620 

273 

2 

146 

1  660 

3  041 

$  36  044 


11  least 

prof  itabli 

farms 


$  22  377 
4  327 
1  581 


$  2  862 

60 
848 
929 
3 
197 
267 
558 

3  073 
147 

3 

$  5  085 


$  31  525 


$  2  980: 


EXPEITS5S  AlTD  irST  D3C?-~ASSS 
Farm  improvements   -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  e equipment  -  -  _  - 
Feed,  grain  said  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes  ----------  - 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 
Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 


223 


472 

45 
241 
215 
236 

29 


210 


545 

44 
291 
247 
307 

33 


$   1  461 


$   1  677 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES 


Total  unpaid  labor  ---------- 

Operator's  l?.bor  ---------- 

Family  labor  ------------ 

Net  income  from  investment  and 

management  ------------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON   INVEST! ffiNT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's  labor 

and  management     -_-_-_-__-- 
5^  of  capital  invested  -------- 

LABOR  AND  l^iUTAGEl/STT  '"AGE 


^ 


ii" 


$      2   967 

747 
507 
340 

2   220 

6.45^ 

2   727 
1   720 

$      1   007 


$      4  408 

831 
524 
307 

3   577 
9.92-:b 


101 
802 


$     2  299 


"be  abnormally  liig"^  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  'dnd  may  be 
seen  in  the  1955  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  pro.;rain  before  he  ha.s  s'.udied  all  the  factors  caus- 
ing high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  tvpe  of  production  in  a  particular  year. 
Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings 
because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields 
and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Kankakee  county  farms  incliided  in  this  report  there  was  a  differ- 
ence of  $2517  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms 
which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  v/hich  were  the  least  profitable  in 
1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3577  and  $960  respectively 
(Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1405  was  in  inventory  and  $1408  was  in  cash.   The 
rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $196,  was  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash 
expenses  by  $2442  for  one  group  and  by  $1034  for  the  other  (Table  3).  The  cash 
balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  inter- 
est on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Where  the  cash  earnings  were 
high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  hom.e  conveniences, 
health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the 
standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Eej-nings 

In  size,  chere  was  an  average  diiierence  of  40  acres  between  that  third 
of  the  farms  'vhich  was  most  profitable  and  that  third  v/hich  was  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  per  farm  averaging  259  and  219  respectively.  The  land  on  the  more 
profitable  farms  was  also  more  tillable  by  1.6  percent  but  the  valuation  per  acre 
was  $5  less  than  on  uhe  least  profitable  farms.   The  tots.l  investment  pjr  farm  in 
improvements  was  greater  on  the  farms  waich  paid,  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that 
■oaid  the  lea.st,  but  the  investment  wp.s  spread  over  more  acres,  resulting  in  a 
smaller  value  of  i.nprovements  per  acre  by  $1.72  in  favor  of  the  most  profitable 
farms . 

In  most  farm  manp.gement  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  a,nd  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expens-s  and  net  decreases.   This  v/as  fo-ond  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Eanliakee  cou:ity  ffrms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  incr^-ases  being 
$5085  and  $2360  and  for  expenses  a.nd  net  decreases  being  $1577  and  $1385  respec- 
tively (Table  2).   On  an  acre  b-,sis,  the  receipts  were  $23.52  and  $13.50  and  the 
expenses  $9.oS  and  $9.22  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  v/a.s  a,  marked  difference  in  th^  selection  of  crops  between  the  tv;o 
groups  of  f-'xms,  the  more  profitable  havin;;;  a  larger  percent  of  tillable  land  in 
corn,  by  5.1  percent;  and  in  soybeans,  by  8.3  percent.  The  oerceut  of  tillable 
land  in  hay  and  pasture  was  low  on  both  groups  of  farms,  as  compared  to  the  percent 
of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  on  accounting  farms  in  most  other  co'onties  of 
Illinois  in  1935. 
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Table  3, — Factors  Helpiiij;  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
33  Kankakee  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 

33  farms 

]1  most 

profitable 

farms 

11  least 
profitable 

farms 

- 

$ 

$ 

242.9 
91.0 

18.23 
9.09 
9.14 

99. 
19.10 
142. 

$ 
$ 

258.7 
92.7 

23.52 

9.69 

13.83 

97. 

18.03 
139. 

$ 

$ 

219.1 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

90.9 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  exoenses  per  acre  ------- 

$  . 

13.60 
9.22 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

4.38 

Value  of  land  per  acre   ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

102. 
19.75 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

144. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

33.3 
23.2 

1.2 
13.9 

6.4 
14.0 

8.0 

37.2 
22.1 

19.2 
3.9 

11.8 
5.8 

31.1 

Oats- ---_ _- 

23.1 

Wheat  ---  ______  __ 

1.7 

Soybeans  for  ^^rain  ____-_-- 

10,9 

Other  cultivated  crops  __--__ 

10.7 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  ______ 

13.4 

Non-leg^ame  hay  and  pasture  _  _  _  - 

9,1 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  _--_____ 

55.0 
28.5 
14.6 

20.5 

58.2 
35.5 

25.1 

48.1 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre  ________ 

20.0 

'iTheat,  bu.  oer  acre  _-----__ 

10.5 

Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre   ------ 

16.7 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  ^er  $100  worth  oi  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$ 
$ 

1151. 
181. 

122. 

280. 
5.9 

118. 
72. 
8.58 
5.45 

$ 
$ 

1500. 
187. 

141. 
280. 

5.8 
125. 
74. 

5,76 
10.83 

$ 
$ 

899. 
164. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

r»-i  +  '(-1e>_     _  _     _  _  _        _  _ 

1 

107. 

232 

Pigs  v/eaned  per  litter  -_-__-_ 

5.1 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  _____ 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  _-___- 

$ 

91. 
65. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

4.9'' 

Recei-ots  from  oroductive  L.  S.  per  A. 

■3.71 

$ 

21. 

4.70 
2.43 

5.54 

4.9 
260. 

$ 

17. 
4.58 
2.55 
3.56 

4.8 

263. 

$ 

26. 

Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  _  -  _  _ 

4.37 

2.59 
3.83 

4.8 

240. 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  v/or;:  horses  -____--- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  -  _ 

$ 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$ 

.92 
.97 

$ 

.81 
1.19 

$ 

1.14 
.85 

Cash  balance  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  ________ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

1922. 

1045. 

6.45 
4428. 

$ 
$ 

2442. 
1956. 
9.92 

5085. 

$ 
$ 

1034. 
561. 
5.04 
2980. 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  _______ 

$ 

ui 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Kankakee  County  1935 
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The  n'ombers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 

33  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 

drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 

in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  yoior 
locality. 
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1.04 

11 

2545 

3422 

23 

7428 

393 

12.50 

71 

44 

28 

198 

112 

400 

261 

.70 

1.54 

13 

2245 

3122 

26 

6828 

363 

11.00 

67 

40 

26 

178 

102 

370 

241 

1.70 

2.04 

15 

1945 

2822 

24 

5228 

333 

8.50 

63 

36 

24 

158 

92 

340 

221 

2.70 

2.54 

17 

1645 

2522 

22 

5528 

303 

8.00 

59 

32 

22 

138 

82 

310 

201 

3.70 

5.04 

19 

1345 

2222 

20 

5028 

273 

6.45 

55 

28. £ 

205 

118 

72 

280 

181 

4.70 

3.54 

21 

1045 

1922 

18  23 

4428 

243 

5.00 

51 

24 

18 

98 

62 

250 

161 

5.70 

4.04 

23 

745 

1622 

15 

3828 

213 

3.50 

47 

20 

16 

78 

52 

220 

141 

6.70 

4.54 

25 

445 

1322 

14 

3228 

183 

2.00 

43 

15 

14 

58 

42 

190 

121 

7.70 

5.04 

27 

145 

1022 

12 

2523 

153 

.50 

39 

12 

12 

38 

32 

160 

101 

8.70 

5.54 

29 

-155 

722 

10 

2028 

123 

-1.00 

35 

8 

10 

18 

22 

130 

81 

9.70 

6.04 

31 

-455 

422 

8 

1423 

95 

20U 


I 

Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  10.1  bushels  of  corn,  15.5 
bushels  of  oats,  and  9.4  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  11  most  profitable  farms  a 
big  advantage  over  the  11  least  profitable  farms. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  v,hich  it  was  handled 
were  two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earn- 
ings between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the 
11  farms  th^t  paid  the  best  were  $.79  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $601  per  f--^.rra  more  than  on  the  11  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3), 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter  of 
pigs  f?,rrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  v/ere  considerably  higher  on  th^ 
more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock 
on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  retixrn  of  $187  as  contrasted  with  a 
retiorn  of  $lo4  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  lairger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $4,53  per  crop  a.cre  for  labor  and  $3.55  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $3.24  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  similai'  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by 
an  expense  of  $4.37  for  labor  and  $3.83  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$8.20. 

After  all  expenses  v;er  .  paid,  including"  a  wage  allowance  for  family 
labor  and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of 
farms  gave  an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  mane^ement  of  $2299,  while 
the  least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $345. 
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Variation  in  Earnincs  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting  farms 
in  Kankakee  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  chan{i;es  in 
price  level.   Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1954,  and  the 
income  per  farm  from  crops  was      $730  more  than  it  was  in  1934.   The  income  from 
livestock,  however,  was  larger,  by  $628.   Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five 
years  h-ve  ranged  from  $8.49  to  $10.19,  v/hile  gross  income  per  acre  has  ranged  from 
$5.67  to  $16.23,  the  latter  figure  being  for  1935. 

Table  4. — Compr.rison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Kanlcakee  County  for  1931-1935 


19311/ 


19522/ 


I9532T 


"l954ir 


Items 


1955 


Number  of  fa-"ms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  ner  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in; 
Total  livestock  -  - 
Cattle  ------- 

Hogs  -  - _  _  - 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscella,neous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle   ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


41 
242 

$  7.95 
10.19 
-2.25 

$  154. 
184. 


$2422. 
974. 
445. 
160. 

$1915. 


$  568. 

35, 

1511. 

12. 

590. 

454. 

250 . 

$1542, 

41 
59 


57 
234 


5.67 

8.59 
o  00 


$  126. 

159, 


$  1822. 
716. 
221. 
133. 

$  1327. 


$  284. 
25. 

1016. 
138. 
552. 
286. 

180. 

$  965. 
49 


54 
231 

$  13.21 
8.49 
4.72 

$  117. 
158. 


$1740. 
810. 
188. 
125. 

$5048. 


$1822. 
52. 
1194. 
112. 
358. 
474. 
188. 

$1247. 

29 
18 


50 
254 

$  15.03 
9.01 
4.02 

$   99. 
138. 


$1394. 

631. 

168. 

94. 

$5047. 


$1465. 
81, 

1501. 
508. 
406. 
508, 
235, 

$1396, 

18 
14 


33 
243 

$  18.23 
9.09 
9.14 

$   99. 
142. 


$1393. 
730, 
199. 
121. 

$4428. 


$2195. 
104. 
2129. 
550. 
535, 
592. 
381. 

$1922. 

55 
28 


1/  Records  from  Iroquois  and  Kankakee  Counties  included  for  1931. 

2/  Records  from  Iroquois,  Kankakee,  and  Vermilion  Counties  included  for  1932  and  1933, 

3/  Records  from  Kankakee  and  Vermilion  Counties  included  for  1934. 
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Variation  ir.  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vairy  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  above  the  average  in  some  co^onties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1),  The  1935  cor.ibined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bilow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  wero 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  Eiver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b-jginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  73  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'lring  1935.  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 


Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  bas 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  t 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred 
January  1935  but  wern  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6. 
to  $7.90,  and  lajnbs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  2 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AKMJAL  FARL'  3USI1-IESS  REPORT  ON  THIRTY- SEVEN 
FARMS  IN  WILL  COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  S.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  '/"ill  county  continued  upward  in  1935  and 
net  farm  incoT^es  for  tr.e  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  37  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $1502  as  com- 
pared with  $752  for  1934,  $592  for  1933, and  a  loss  of  $224  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  hasis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $741  less  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1954.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3318  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2496  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $822,   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1563  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  lanpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calcul. ting  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1400  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
a  decrease  of  $121  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all  farms 
in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.  The  account- 
ing farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more  efficient 
than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port. For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  farailies  in  the  Farm  B"areau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


I 


*  L.  T7.  Braham,  farm  adviser  in  Will  county,  cooperated  in  sijpervising 
and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1, — Cash  Income,  Cash  2xpense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
37  Accounting  Farms  in  'iVill  County,  1835  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Ca?h  ex-gense  per  farm 

Horses ---$  $74  $30 

Cattle 600  157 

Hogs   66  14 

Sheep 48  46 

Poultry  and  eggs 39  19 

Dairy  sales  -----         

Feed  cind  £r?.ins 281  369 

Machinery     ______  665  383 

Iniprovements  -----  188  114 

Labor 156  159 

Miscellaneous  -  -  -  -  30  32 

Livestock  expense  -  -  36  31 

Crop  expense  _____  140  149 

Taxes 173  195 

Total $  $2495  $1696 


Cash  income  oer  farm 
$ 


$  76 

$  23 

556 

596 

417 

353 

86 

8 

291 

216 

743 

1074 

860 

874 

114 

75 

1 

54 

74 

1 

7 

$3318  $3261 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  ------------_--_-$ 

Feed  and  grains  -------------- 

Machinery  _--____---___---- 

Improvements  __-----_---_---- 

Total  inventory  change  --------_-$ 

Simmary 

Total  cash  income  __-__--_-__--$ 
Total  ce.sh  expense  ------------- 

Cash  balance  _-__------------^ 

Total  inventory  change  ----_---___ 

Receipts  less  expenses  -----------$ 


$  774  $   9 

446  81 

195  -92 

-15  -119 

"$1400  $-121 


$3318  $3261 

2496  1698 

"$  B22  $1553 

1400  -121 


$2222  $1442 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat,  soy- 
beans, and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (see  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  dm-ing  1955  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  bv  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  v;ith  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  only  slightly  higher  on  37  Will  county  farms  in  1935  than 
in  1934  (Table  1).  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $417  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $333  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales 
of  cattle,  and  poultry  and  eggs,  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  grain  sales, 
and  dairy  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $345.   Total  cash  sales  v/ere  only 
$57  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $798  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  19S4. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditiores  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $383  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $665  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  xiot  replaced  tneir  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  v/orn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  were  improvements  and 
livestock  purchases.   Taxes  were  sligxitly  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  res'olting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  -orice  trend  during  the  year,  but  as  the  result  of  better  crops  than  in 
1934,  the  inventory  value  was  $445  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  begin- 
ning.  Big  expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inven- 
tory of  $195  per  farm,  as  compared  with  an  inventory  loss  of  $92  per  farm  in  1934, 
In  1935  there  was  enough  money  spent  on  irrBprovements  to  reduce  the  inventory  loss 
to  $15  a  farm  as  compared  to  a  $119  loss  per  farm  for  the  previous  year. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  lo?/,  there  is  al'  ays  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to  fac- 
tors which  the  individioal  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  efficiency 
of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  saine  relative  profit  or  loss  on  one  farm 
as  compared  with  other  farms.  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income  group  be- 
cause the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally  high  or 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
37  ^7ill  County  ?ams  in  1935 


I  tens 

CAPITAL   IirVS^Tl'SaiTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs 

Sheep  -__---_---__ 
Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  _  -  - 
Feed,  (jrain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  - 

RECEIPT 5~AI-'D  IIZI   IKCHSAS55 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  

Hogs  (including-;  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ___--------- 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (includintj  AAA 
pa^TTients  )----------- 

Lahor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  5:  net  increases 

EXPENSES  AITD  l^^T   DSCHEASES 

Farm  improvements  _______ 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock  -  -  -  - 

decreases  

Machinery  and  eqioipment   -  -  _  _ 
Feed,  -^rain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  exroense  ---___- 
Crop  expense  -----_-_-_ 

Hired  labor  _-----_--_ 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  erqjenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  d  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  SXPSilSSS 

Total  unpaid  labor  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Operator's  labor  --_-_-_. 
Fainily  labor   _-_--_--- 
Net  income  from  investment  and 

management  --  ___-_-- 

HATE  EARITED  ON   IKTESTI.OINT 

Ret'jrn  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor   and  management     ------ 

5*J  of  capital   invested  ------ 

LABOR  AlTD  I'ANAGEMEITT  TTAGE 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 

37   farms 


12  most 

profitable 

farms 


12  least 
profitable 

farms 


$  17  871 

4  155 

1  538 

418 

752 

163 

113 

92 

1  293 

1  389 


$  19  803 

4  156 

1  816 

379 

952 

260 

179 

46 

1  241 

1  145 


$  26  245 


$  28  161 


$  14  239 


1 


1 

_1 

$  21  773 


$  _2_516 


$   2  868 


42 

26 

594 

839 

498 

817 

53 

107 

118 

56 

16G 

81 

743 

942 

1025 

1334 

74 

67 

1 

3 

$   3  316 


$  4  272 


203 


356 

36 
140 
155 
173 

30 


215 


438 

35 
155 
195 
204 

35 


$  1  094 


$   1  278 


$_1_ 


$  2 


$  1  003 


^ 


$  2  222 

720 
510 
210 

1  502 
_5/72Jo 

2  012 
1  312 

*    700 


$  2  991 

567 

487 
180 

2  327 

8.26-;;^ 


2 

1 


814 
408 


$  1  252 


543 
2.49^ 


$  1  406 
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low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  kind  ina,y  "be  seen  in  the  1935  records. 
Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year  than  most 
other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  r^ho  has  his  "business  vrell  organized 
should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his 
own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a 
particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned 
and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on 
that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock 
are  the  result  of  several  ye0,rs  of  labor. 

On  the  37  Will  co\mty  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $1784  per  farm  between  the  avi^rage  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  vrere  the  least  profitable  in  1935. 
The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  Y/ere  $2327  and  $543  respectively  (Table 
2).   This  difference  was  largely  accounted  for  by  t'ne  greater  increase  in  inventory 
on  the  more  profitable  farms.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $597  for  one  group 
and  by  $752  for  the  other  (Table  3).   Tne  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these 
figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay 
living  expenses.  Fnere  the  cash  earnings  were  hi^i'h,  more  money  was  available  to 
spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and  other 
goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  witli  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  an  average  difference  of  48  acres  between  that  third 
of  the  farms  v/hich  was  most  profitable  and  th?t  third  which  was  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  per  farm  averaging  192  and  144  respectively  (Table  3).   A  smaller  per- 
centage of  land  on  the  more  profitable  farms  was  tillable,  but  the  valuation  per 
acre  was  $4  more  than  on  the  least  profitable  fa.rms.   The  total  investment  per  farm 
for  improvements  was  grea.ter  on  the  farms  which  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  least,  but  the  investment  was  spread  over  more  acres,  resulting  in  a 
smaller  value  of  improve.nents  per  aero  by  $3.81  on  the  most  profitable  farms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  a.nd  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  t'nan  .between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  v/as  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  ";7ill 
county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receiiDts  and  net  increases  being  $4272  and 
$2255  and  for  ex^^enses  and  net  decreases  being  $1278  and  $1003  respectively  (Table 
2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $22.21  and  $15.66  and  the  expenses  $10.11 
and  $11.89  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  most  profitable  farms  had  a  higher  percentage  of  tillable  land  in 
corn,  oats,  wheat  and  soybeans  and  a  smaller  percentage  in  hay  and  pasture  than  had 
the  least  profitable  farms.   This  situation  w.s  abnormal  compared  to  similar  studies 
in  other  areas  in  wliich  the  more  profitable  farms  had  a  l?xger  percentage  of  tillable 
land  in  hay  and  pasture,  particularly  of  the  legume  type. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  zo  Analyze  tlie  Jam  Business  on 
37  ^,7ill   Co'onty  Farms   in   1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
37  farms 

12  most 
profitable 

farms 

12  least 
profitable 
farms 

177.5 
88.7 

$   18.57 

10.21 

8.46 

101. 

23.40 
148. 

$ 

192.3 
90.5 

22.21 

10.11 
12.10 

103. 

21.51 
14S. 

$ 

144.0 

percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

93.5 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

$ 

15.55 
11.89 

Uet  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

3.77 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ------- 

Value  of  ira-provernents  per  acre  -  -  - 

$- 

99. 
25.42 

Total  investment  oer  acre  ------ 

151. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

31.9 
27.5 

2.8 
10.1 

5.7 
15.6 

5.3 

34.8 
28.2 

3.6 
12.3 

4.2 
14.3 

2.6 

28.7 

r\-+-o         _     —    -    _-    -- 

25.9 

ITT-ioaf     -     ___     ___     _     - 

2.6 

Soybeans  for  j;rain  -------- 

10.7 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

6,8 

Le^^tirne  hay  and  pasture  ------ 

18.0 

Non-legume  hay  a.nd  pastiure  -  -  -  - 

7.3 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  id  ^r  acre  -------- 

55.6 
25.5 
14.4 

59.2 

20.3 
19.3 

50.3 

0?ts,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

53.2 

Soybeans,  bu.  oer  acre  ------ 

10.8 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  ner  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$1344. 
152. 

131. 
262. 
5  .2 
$  145. 
102. 
8.37 
12.24 

$ 
$ 

1548. 
172. 

128. 

274. 
5.0 

150. 

118. 
10.52 
14.78 

$ 
$ 

1149. 
135. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Pof-t-lo           -        —   —   —        -                  -        - 

122. 

226, 

Pigs  '.veaned  ser  litter  ------- 

7.3 
156.   1 
99. 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  -  -  -  _  - 
Dairy  sales  par  dairy  cow  ------ 

$ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

7.64 

Recei-^ts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

10.76 

l!aJi  labor  cost  per  $100  .^ross  income 
Han  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$  25. 
5.67 
2.50 
3.58 

3.9 
$  195. 

$ 

$ 

19. 
4.97 
2.67 
3.51 

3.5 

165. 

$ 

$ 

35. 
6.65 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

2.28 

Power  and  macninery  cost  per  croD  acr 

e 

3.93 

Number  of  work  horses   _______ 

3.9 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  -  - 

$ 

209. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$   1.14 
.97 

$ 

1.12 
l.OS 

$ 

1.41 
1,03 

$ 

$  822. 
1400. 
5.72 
$J315. 

$ 
$ 

597. 
2397. 

8.26 
4272. 

$ 
$ 

752.   1 
500. 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  ___-_-- 

2.49 

$ 

2255. 

i^ 
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Cliart   for    Studyins   the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts   of  Your  Business, 

Will   County  1935 
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The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
37  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  13 age .   By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  ycur  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amountijag  to  9  bashels  of  corn,  and  9  "bushels 
of  soybeans  gave  the  ruost  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  least  profitable 
farms.   The  low  profit  farms,  however,  had  higher  oats  yields  than  the  high  profit 
farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm  management  studies,  and  many 
of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net  earnings  by  the  adoption  of 
better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  7/hich  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  i-iost  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  12  farms, 
that  paid  the  best  v/ere  $2.98  per  acre  greater  and  the  value  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$499  per  farm  more  than  on  the  12  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3).  Returns  per 
$100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were 
considerably  higlier  on  the  more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 
to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $172 
as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $135  for  the  sarae  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least 
profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $4.97  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2.51  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$8.48  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$6.65  for  labor  and  $3.93  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $10.58.  Improvement 
cost  per  acre  was  29  cents  lower  and  taxes  per  a.cre  were  3  cents  higher  on  the  farms i 
that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  " 
an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $1406,  while  the  least  pro- 
fitable group  of  farms  gave  a  loss  of  $21. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-yes.r  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenses  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Will  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes  in  price 
level.   Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  tlian  in  1934,  and  the  income 
from  crops  was  $439  more  than  it  was  in  1934.  Livestock  income,  was  also  $223  more 
than  it  was  in  1534. 

Operatinjg  costs  per  acre  durin^  the  five  years  ranged  from  $959  to  $1267, 
while  gross  incme  per  acre  ranged  from  $2.18  to  $18.57,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — CoLip^-.rison  of  3arnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Will  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 


1931 


1932 


1933 


1934 


1935 


ITiunber  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
I  Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Net  income  per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in; 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 

Cattle   - - 

Hogs  - 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  farm 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  ------- 

I!isceILaneou3  income 
Total  livestock  -  - 
Cattle  ------ 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  - 

Eo^s 

Poultry  ------ 


iCash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn,  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


30 
200 

$  9»57 
12.67 
-3.10 

$  119. 
179. 


$2809. 

1774. 

474. 

149. 

$1913. 


$  -85. 

30. 

1883. 

-42. 

1232. 

346. 

25U. 

$1210. 

35 


30 
214 

$   9.18 
10.23 

-1.05 

$  101. 
158. 


$2440 . 

1549. 

250. 

110. 

$1968, 


$  -41. 
49, 
1919, 
451, 
950. 
320. 
189. 

$1415, 

47 

50 


30 
191 

13.21 
9.59 
3.62 

102. 
151. 


$  1728. 

1055. 
181. 
105. 

$  2523. 


852. 
59. 
1512. 
315. 
847. 
297. 
147. 


$  1488. 


24 


35 
195 

$  13.53 
9.68 
3.85 

$   99. 
148. 


$1665. 

1065. 

158. 

84. 

$2540. 


$  585. 

61. 

1993. 

328. 

1074. 

350. 

192. 

$1563. 

13 
15 


37 
178 

$   18.67 

10.21 

8.46 

$  101. 
148. 


$1538. 

752. 

153. 

92. 


$3316. 


$1025. 

75. 

2216. 

594. 
743. 
498. 
286. 

$  822. 

56 

26 
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Variation  in  CroD  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois  i" 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amo\mt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  da:n- 
a^e,  frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  co-onties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  conibined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933,   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  below  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  p^irt  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  were 
much  belov;  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belov/  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.ivor  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  follo-.ved  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hc-,nd  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
v/as  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  r.ams  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  f,armers  for  commodities 
bo'oght  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  nroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relOvtiouship  betv/een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d^oring  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December, 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  55  cents  a  bushel  to  25  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hvindred  in 
Jan^oary  1935  but  wer^:  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
Ci-nts  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


I 


217 


AIWUAX  FARI/I  BUSINESS  EiPORT   Oil  THIRTY  lARUS 
III  SMC-MON  COlT-TTY,    ILLIUOIS,    1S35 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  3.  Cunningham,  3.  L.  Sf^uer* 

Farm  earnings  in  Sangamon  county  were  slightly  hig,her  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  and  were  much  above  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933.  Records  from  30 
accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $2111,  as  compared  vvrith 
$2068  for  1934,  $1393  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $545  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis?  ho?/ever,  net  incomes  avera.ged  $144  per  farm  less  in  1935 
than  in  1934,   The  average  cash  f -rm  income  was  $5593  in  1935;  the  average  cash 
business  expeaditore  w:.s  $3436  per  fs.rm,  leaving-  a  cash  balance  of  $215 j.   In  1934 
the  cash  balance  was  $2299  a  farm.   Inventory  increases  were  slightly  higher 
in  1935  than  in  1934,  which  accounts  for  the  small  difierence  in  earnings  between 
the  accounting  basis'  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $61S  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
$335  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  .lowever,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  th-^t  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  f-.rms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.   Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1935, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  cjntrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  gr'up  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  ioiovm  bank  siiowed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compare.d  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  tne  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  not  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
poratic^ns  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  a.nd  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  cor.pare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  a.nd  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  whicii  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  axid  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363  per 
family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices  for 
farm  products . 


♦Edwin  Bay,  farm  adviser  in  Sangamon  comity,  cooperated  in  supervising 
and  collecting  the  records  on  whicu  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Ca3h  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 

30  Accounting  Farms  in  Sangamon  County,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Iten-is 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  eroense  per  farm 


Horsef!  -------  $ 

Cattle  ------- 

Hogs --_- 

Sheep  ------- 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  - 
Dairy  sales   -  -  -  - 

Feed  and  gr. ins   -  - 
Machinery  _  _  _  -  - 
Improvements  -  -  -  - 

Labor  ------- 

Miscellaneous  -  -  - 
Livestock  expense 
Crop  expense  -  -  -  - 

Taxes  ------- 

Total -  _  $ 


$  90  $ 

56 

483 

405 

150 

88 

2 

4 

18 

10 

826 

954 

662 

465 

169 

159 

419 

354 

33 

33 

59 

43 

260 

178 

267 

290 

Cash  income  per  farm 


$   84  $ 

106 

1053 

1360 

1961 

1572 

79 

91 

203 

144 

320 

184 

1649 

1583 

167 

115 

5 

7 

59 

76 

3 



$3438  $  3039    $ 


$  5593  $  5338 


Inventory  changes 

Livestoci:  ------------------$ 

Feed  and  ^rp^ins   --------------- 

Machinery  ------------------ 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  --_--------$ 

Summary 

Total  cash  income  -----------_--$ 

Total  cash  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  -----------------$ 

Total  inventory  change  ------------ 

Receipts  less  expenses  ----------_-$ 


655  $  123 
-86  431 
132  -23 
-81   -145 


$  518  $  385 


$  5593  $  5338 
3438   3039 


$  2155  $  2299 

618    386 

'$  2773  $  2585 
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rarming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farra  earnings  rere  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  miole    the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat,  soy- 
beans, and  hay  averaged  hi;;,her  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,,  however ,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1955  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  v/ere  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  16,2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pouiids  of  nogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affectin.j  those 
farms  v;ith  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  F'  rra  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Sangainon  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1),  Hoi,  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts, 
averaged  $1961  a  farm  in  1935  as  comp-  red  with  $1572  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of 
poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  cattle 
sales,  and  grain  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935  than  in  1934.   Total  cash  sales 
were  $255  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  diiring  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $399  a  farm  higher  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense for  this  item  was  $455  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $552  in  1935.   Farmers 
for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  nas  worn  out. 
Other  items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  im- 
provements, crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor.  Taxes  were  slightly  lower 
in  1935  than  in  1934, 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  dui'-ing  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  less  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.  The  inven- 
tory increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  higher  in  1934,  Big  expenditures 
for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $132  per  farm,  as 
compared  with  a  decrease  of  $23  per  farm  in  1934, 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Fnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  econo.'nic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  se.me  degree  of 
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Tatle  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
30   Sangamon  County  J-  rms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   IWEST'GITTS 

Land  -------------- 

Frirm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs _--- 

Sheep  _-_------_-- 

poultry  -_--_---_-- 
Machinery  and  equipment   -  _  -  - 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 

RECEIPTS  AI'^D  rTZT  I, ■CREASES 

Livestoc".:  total   -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including,-  AAA  payments  )- 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales   ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm   -------- 

Miscellaxeous  receipts   -  -  _  - 
Total  recei'ots  d-  net  increases 

EXPENSES  AyD~lTET  DECREASES 

Faxm  improvements  ------- 

Horses   ----__----_- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  eq-oipraent      -   -   -  - 

Feed,   grain  and  supplies   -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense     ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor     ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses   -  -  -  -  - 

Total   expenses  &.  net   decreases 

RECEIPTS   LESS  ElgEIISSS   -   - 

Total  lonpaid   labor  -------- 

Operator's    labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net   income   from  investment  and 

management      -__-__----_ 

RATE  EARNED  ON   INV7STI3NT 

Retiurn  to   capital  and  operator's 

labor   and  management      ------ 

5^  of  capital   invested  ------ 

LABOR  AND  ''AlTAGElffiNT  V^AGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 

profitable 

farms 


$.37  324 

3  875 

1  996 

513 

790 

524 

88 

81 

1  259 

1  723 


$30  502 

4  809 

2  778 

638 

1  095 

787 

148 

112 

1  329 

1  958 


$35  487 


$41  476 


$25  382 

2  527 

1  251 

422 


$31  583 


$  3  520 

20 

955 
2  Oil 
1C9 
84 
121 
320 

737 
59 

3 

$  4  419 


$  5  913 

23 

1  573 

3  125 

243 

79 

175 

595 

564 

82 

2 

$  6  561 


$  1 


$  2 


$ 


245 


363 

59 
250 
419 
257 

33 


302 


472 

85 
289 

543 

286 

37 


$  2  114 


$  1  232 


4. 


$  2  773 


652 
506 
156 

2  111 
5.78^ 

2  517 

1  824 

793 


$  4  447 

695 
485 

210 


9.04> 

4  237 

2  074 

$  2  153 


$1336 


2.35-;^ 


1  283 

1  584 

5  -296 
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I  efficiency  of  production  does  not  alii^ays  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  lov;- 
income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing;  in  products  that  happen  to  be 
abnormally  hi^h  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen 
in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who  has  \\ 
his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  caus- 
ing high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  t^pe  of  production  in  a  particular  year.  I 
Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings 
because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields 
and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  .re  tlie  result  of  several  j'ears  of  labor. 

On  the  Sangajmon  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  diff- 
erence of  $3003  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  fgxms 
which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in 
1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3751  and  $748  respectively 
(Table  2) .   Of  this'  difference  $855  was  in  inventory,  $2205  was  in  cash  and  $58  was 
in  unpaid  operator's  and  family  labor,  there  being  more  unpaid  labor  on  the  more 
profitable  f?rms.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  bj-  $3358  for  one  group  and  by  $1153 
for  the  other  (Table  5).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was 
the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living 
expenses.   T.iere  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for 
life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  ediacation,  recreation,  and  other  goods 
and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  F-u-ms  v/ith  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  ...ore  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  the  study  averaged  86  acres 
larger  than  the  least  profitable,  the  average  number  of  acres  on  the  tvtro  groups  of 
farms  being  294  and  208  respectively.   The  apparent  advantage  of  a  large  number  of 
acres  is  due  to  there  being  so  many  grain  farms,  with  soybean  and  wheat  specialties, 
depended  on  for  volume  of  business.   The  percent  of  land  area  tillable  was  approx- 
I  imately  the  sa^ne  on  the  two  groups  of  f=.rms.  Land  values  per  acre  averaged  $18 
'less  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best.   The  value  per  acre  of  improvemexits,  however, 
was  larger  on  the  most  profitable  than  on  the  le.-.st  profitable  farms. 


In  most  farm  mianageraent  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween receipts  and  net  increases  of  xiigh-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Sangamon 
county  farms  in  1935,  the  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $5551  and  $2518  and  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $2114  and  $1352  respectively  (Table  2).   On  an 
acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $22.28  and  $12.50,  and  the  expenses  $9.54  and  $9.00 
respectively  (Table  3). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  V£.rious  crops  on  cooperating  farms  shows 
more  corn  than  any  other  crop,  and  1.6  percent  more  corn  on  the  least  profitable 
than  on  the  most  profitable  farms.   There  was  more  hay  and  pasture  by  9.5  percent 
on  the  farms  t^iat  paid  the  most,  indicating  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  the  more 
successful  farmers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  changing  economic  coiiditions 
to  the  extent  of  having  a  larger  percent  of  their  land  in  soil  building  crops. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Aiialyze  the  T^xa  Business  on 
30  Sangamon  Count/  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
30  farms 

10  most 
profitable 

farms 

10  least 
profitable 
farms 

248.8 
91.0 

$   17.75 
9.28 
8.48 

$  111. 
15.57 

147. 

294.5 
92.9 

$  22.28 

9.54 

12.74 

$  104. 
16.33 

141. 

207.8 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

92.3 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  eroenses  per  acre  ------- 

$ 

$  12.60 
9.00 

Net  receiots  oer  acre   _--_-_- 

3.60 

Value  of  land  per  acre  _-_-__- 
value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

$  122, 
12.16 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

152. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

28.5 
11.6 
12.3 
14.5 
3.3 
13.1 
16.6 

28.  C 
11.0 
11.6 
10.9 
4.8 
14.1 
19.5 

29.6 

10.5 

UdUS    ---------            - 

Tfheat _-_--___- 

12.4 

Soybeans  for  grain  -------- 

19.3 

Other  cultivated  crops  --_-__ 

4.1 

Legume  hay  and  -oasture  _-_-__ 

11.7 

Non-legume  hay  a:id  pasture  -  -  -  - 

12.4 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -_--__-_ 

42.4 
43.1 
19.5 
17.4 

44.2 
47.1 
21.0 
22.8 

35.9 

Oats,  bu.  Tier  acre  -------- 

36.6 

Wheat,  bu.  oer  acre  -------- 

18.5 

Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre   ------ 

12.5 

Value  of  feed  fad  to  productive  L.S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$1976. 
182. 

130. 

225. 

5.2 

$  149. 

57. 

7.22 
14.47 

$5111. 
189. 

158. 
219. 

6.1 
$  161. 
Bo. 

8.87 
20.00 

$1014. 
175. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

PattTp   -_-    ___       __ 

95. 

215. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

5.5 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

$ 

$  112, 
59. 

Investment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A. 

4.87 

Receipts  from  productive  L.S.  per  A. 

8.56 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$  24. 
5.59 
1.94 
3.14 

6.0 
$  244. 

$  19. 
5.73 
2.13 
3.55 

7.2 
$  338. 

$  31. 
5.16 

llachinery  cost  oer  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

1.99 

Power  and  machiner/  cost  per  crop  acre 

3.02 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

5.>^ 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  ..orses  ----- 

$ 

$  162. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$     .98 
1.07 

$   1.02 
.97 

$    .89 



1  26 

$ 

$2155. 
618. 
5.78 
$4419. 

$3358. 
1089. 
9.04 
$6561. 

$1153. 
233. 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Hate  earned  on  investment  -  oercent  - 

2.36 

Gross  receipts  oer  farm  ------- 

$ 

$2613. 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  aiiounting  to  7.3  "buGhels  of  corn,  10.5  bushels 
of  oats,  2.5  bushels  of  wheat,  and  1C.3  bushels  of  soybeans  save  the  10  most  profitable 
farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  10  least  profitable  farms. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
tv/o  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings  be- 
tween the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  10  farms 
that  paid  the  best  were  $4.00  per  acre  greater  and  the  amoiant  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$2097  per  farm  more  than  on  the  10  farms  that  paid  the  least   (Table  3).  Ret'urns  per 
$100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter  of  pigs  farrowed 
and  the  dairy  sales  per  d^iry  cow,  were  con-siderably  higher  on  the  :r:Ore  profitable 
farms.   For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $139  as  contrasted  with  a  ret'urn  of  $175  for 
the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $5.73  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.55  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$9.28  for  these  tv/o  important  items  of  expense.   The  lover  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  per  acre  expense  of  $5.16  for  labor  and  $3.02  for  power 
and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $8,18. 

After  all  expenses  v;ere  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  fDxras  gave 
an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2163,  while  the  least 
profitable  group  of  farms  had  a  loss  of  $296  per  farm. 


i 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-Year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting 
farms  in  Sangamon  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes 
in  price  level.   Corn  yields  were  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1954,  although  wheat 
and  soybeans  were  lower.   The  income  per  farm  from  crops  was  $423  less  in  1935  tlian 
in  1934.   The  lower  income  from  crops,  however,  was  offset  by  a  larger  income  from 
livestock,  amounting  to  $503.   Operating  expenses  per  acre  during  the  five  y^ars  have 
ranged  from  $7.93  to  $10.71,  while  gross  income  per  acre  has  ranged  from  $658  to  $17.76, 
the  latter  figure  being  for  1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Sangamon  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 

number  of  farms   --------- 

Average   size   of  f axms ,    acres      -   - 

Gross   income   per   acre   ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre   -  -  -  -  - 

Net   income  per   acre   ------- 

Average  value   of   lajid  per  acre 
Total   investment  per   acre   -   -  -  - 

Investment  per   farm  in: 

Total   livestock  -------- 

Cattle     ------------ 

Hogs ______ 

Poultry  ------------ 

Gross   income  per   farm  ------ 

Income  per   faxm  from: 

Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  _  - 
Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  ------------ 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Hogs  ---  _-__--  

Poultry  ------------ 

Cash  balance  _-___---__ 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  soybeans  in  bu. 


1931 


1932 


1933 


1934 


1935 


34 
258 

$  7.58 
10.71 
-3.13 

$  141, 
182. 


$2884. 

1272, 

815. 

114, 

$2013. 


$-192. 

89. 

1942. 

342. 

357. 

1103. 

127. 

$1142. 

43. 
27. 
23. 


32 
253 

$    6.58 

8.74 

-2.16 

$   127. 
163. 


$  2413. 

1112. 

532 . 

92. 

$  1565. 


$  -32. 
38. 
1628. 
422. 
335. 
739. 
109. 


$  118:; 


58. 
20. 
24. 


30 
243 

$  14.13 
8.39 
5.74 

$  124. 
155. 


$  1909. 

900, 

419. 

75. 

$  3429. 


$  1433, 

41. 

1955, 

458. 

229. 

1093. 

119. 

$  1397, 

32. 

20. 
16. 


31 
276 

15.44 
7,93 
7.51 


$   114. 
149. 


$  2281. 
1156. 
455. 
60. 

$  4253. 


$  1160, 

76. 

3017. 

954. 

184, 

1573. 

138. 

$  2299. 

12. 

25. 
18. 


30 
249 

17.76 
9.28 
8.48 


$   111. 
147. 


$  1995. 
790. 
524. 
81. 

$  4421. 


$   737. 
52. 
3520. 
955. 
320. 
2011. 
205. 

$  2155. 

42. 
20. 
17. 
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Variation  ir.  CroT>  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Iili:iois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  tne 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amovnt   and  distribution  oi'  rainfall,  insect  dain- 
age,  frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wer?  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
"below  average  in  other  counties  (ri5;ure  1).  The  1935  coLibined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  ha.y  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  sjime  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933,   Corn,  soybean,  sjnd.  hay 
yields  v/ere  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  v/ere  bi:;loi.v  averrage. 

Yields  were  much  ;ibove  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the     ^» 
northeast  pT.rt  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Lo'ois.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  coonties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
a,nd  belov,'  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1954  follov/ed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  tlie  grain  i-ccoui^t  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advD.nced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  38  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  conznodities 
bought  advancerl  from  bO  lo   82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.   For  the  United 
St;:,tes  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  195o. 

The  relationship  betT/een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-u'ing  1935.  For  the  United  States  a,s  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  'Advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1955  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Fogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  wer-   worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.SS 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  h'ondred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  compai'ing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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MOTJAL  FAHM  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  THIRTY-THREE 
rARIvIS  IN  IvIACON  COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  3.  Ciaxmingham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

Fap  earnings  in  Macon  county  were  slightly  lower  in  1935  than  in  1834 
hnw'r'  TqS  ^"""    ''''   ''"''  ^^°"  '^^  ^'^''   1^-°  ^°  1933.  Records  fro^SS  accosts 

93I  iLa0 10^193^"'%"''.'"'°"'  T   '"™  °'  ^^^'''   -  --P--d  -th  $28?7  f^ 
iy^4,  $1580  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $609  for  1932. 

iQ"^   mv  °^  ^  ^"^^'^  ^asis,  net  incomes  averaged  $515  lower  per  farm  in  1935  than  in 

See  ^=  Si!  »t  ?.™   t'   f"^  e  =^=''  '"'^*°"  "'■  «2299.   In  1934  the  cash 
oalanoe  .as  J2ol4  pe.  farm.  Inventory  changes  and  mipaSd  operator  and  family  labor 
are  considered  m  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis  but  noHnder  the 
Sf  thrc:;h  ba^is!""""'^  '""■  "^  ^■^^"■^"'  ^i--pancy  b^t.een  the  ac::;nUnrb:sL 

an  increase'o^HoirfrSn,^^^;^^  ^'''  '"   ^"■"  ^"  ''''■   "=  ""'-^^^  •">> 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accomits  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.   Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  ea^ningsorall 
farms  in  a:a  area  are  lower  tban  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service   The 

^^^^  ,-„  ^°^  ^\ty  ^^f^  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  was  hetter  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  states  in  jlnLry 
the  ;elr'l934  ^'1'^^'.°'^    '^^   1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  sf^o; 

luonrrenorLrh  ^"^   ''f''  °l^^  '°'   '^'  ^'^^   ^^^"^'      ^  ^^°-P  °'   industrial  corpor- 
ations reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.5  percent 
on  tneir  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  In  1934. 

^^^^  ^^™^''  ^^  ^  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of  the 
year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  resuU  of  his  labor  his  cL- 

w  11  be'in'orr'"'"'  ^''''''      ''   ''   '^^^^^°^^  ^^^^--"  ^°  --P-e  th   conoSc 

rcilr^L  LdHor      "'''7   ^"°"P^  '"  ^°"^^^-   1^  ^--  -'''°^'-   «f  corporations 
a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in  the  farm 

accounts  tne  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  Management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wase  earner- 

thrLffor""  w- ^'^  '^'"-'^  ''"'''''   ''''''    ^-1  -^  °^^--  items  of  living  from 
tne  farm  for  wnicn  tne  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  tSis  re- 

Sanl;em!rt  Sefviv"?  ?h  ''  f '-''^'  ''''"°'^  ^^™  ^^^^-^  -  "-  ^--  Bureau  Fa  m 
per  ?^ilv  (TnZ.  \     ""MV^   ^°°^  ^^^  -'"'■'^   f'oi-nished  by  the  farm  was  $353 


.nd  c^nllPoM^^  ?-'  '^^^^^^I  ^^™  adviser  in  Macon  comity,  cooperated  in  supervising 
and  collecting  tne  records  on  which  this  report  is  b;i<.ed  ^  '& 
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Tatle  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes 
on  33  Accounting  Farms  in  l,lacon  Co'jnty,  1935  and  1934 


YO^JT 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver . 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  -per  farm 

Horses $  $77  $59 

Cattle 75  160 

Sogs 32  25 

Sheep  ---------  2 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  -  -  -  26  18 

Dairy  sales  ------ 

Feed  and  grains  -  -  -  -  178  318 

Machinery 954  598 

Improvements  ------  138  186 

Labor 313  264 

Miscellaneous  -----  28  23 

Livestock  expense   -  -  -  27  27 

Crop  exoense  ------  253  200 

Taxes- 324  386 


Cash  income  -^jer 

farm 

$      $  36 

^ 

52 

282 

736 

722 

512 

17 

24 

251 

219 

343 

295 

2538 

2956 

337 

178 

1 

2 

109 

101 

— 

3 

Total $      $2437  $2254     $      $4736  $5078 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -_--_---__---__----$ 

Feed  and  grains  _-__-_-_-__--_- 
Machinery-  ------------------ 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  ------------$ 


SumiTiary 

Total  cash  income  ------________-$      $4735  $5078 

Total  cash  expense  ---------------  2457  2264 

Cash  balance $      $2299  $2814 

Total  inventory  change  ------------- 555  701 

Receipt?  less  expenses  -------------$      $2654  $3515 


;      $  395 

$   7 

-2S 

570 

254 

49 

-55 

-25 

)      $  555 

$  701 

'|tic. 
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Fai-ming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat,  soy- 
beans, and  hay  averaged  higher  in  19G5  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  po'onds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  lower  on  Macon  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934.   Grain 
sales  averaged  $2638  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  v.'ith  $2956  a  farm  in  1934,   Cash 
sales  of  cattle,  sheep  and  horses  were  also  lower  in  1935.   Sales  of  hogs  (includ- 
ing Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts),  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy 
sales  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  in  1934.  Total  cash  sales  averaged  $342  a  farm 
sraa.ller  in  1935  than  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $175  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  w,?,s  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  v;o.s  $598  a  farm  in  1934,  but  incree.sed  to  $954  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.  Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  viere  larger  in  1855  than  in  1934  include  crop  expense 
and  labor.  Taxes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1?34.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  d-oring  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  $29  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.   The 
inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  v/as  particularly  hi^h  in  1934.  Big  expendi- 
tures for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $254  per  farm, 
as  compared  with  a.n  incre3,se  of  $49  per  farm  in  1934.   In  either  of  the  last  two 
years  there  w?s  not  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  maintain  inventory  valu- 
ations. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

"iThether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individua,l  farms  or  groups^  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  ajid  certain  economic  p.nd  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  follov/ed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to  factors 
which  the  individual  f?rmer  can  control.  However,  the  same  degree  of  efficiency  of 
production  does  not  alv.T.ys  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on  one  farm 
I  as  compared  viita   other  farms.   A  farm  :;jay  fail  in  the  high-  or  low-income  group  be- 
cause the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally  hi  fn  or 


230 


-4- 

Table  2, — Investments,  Receiptc,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 

33  Macon  Co'jnty  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   IIiySSTl.iENTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements-  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  -  -----_-__ 

Sheep  _____--_---- 

Poultry  __-___---_- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AITD  :t3T  INCREASES 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  

Hogs    (inclvidin£,  AAA  payments )- 
Sheep-  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments )----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPENSES  ADTD  ITET  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements   ----___ 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  -_---_--__ 
TaJces-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES  

Total  unpaid  la,bor  -------- 

Operator's  labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management-  ----------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  IirVESTIfflNT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5^  of  capital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  AND  !? ANAGEi  iEl-TT  Vi'AGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 

33  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


11  least 

profitable 

farms 


$  30  179 

5  605 

1  159 

350 

453 

264 

18 

74 

1  588 

2  288 


$  32  184 

3  575 

1  452 

400 

478 

459 

23 

92 

1  493 

2  369 


$  38  819 


41  073 


30  445 

4  243 

1  073 

279 

556 

142 

29 

67 

1  822 

2  675 


$  40  258 


$   1  834 

25 
330 
860 

21 
129 
126 
343 

2  431 
109 

$   4  374 


$   2  544 

31 
363 

1  307 

35 
174 
182 
452 

2  782 
158 

$   5  484 


$   1  352 


371 
449 
32 
116 
133 
243 

175 

80 

1 


$   3  508 


202 


363 

27 
253 
313 
324 

28 


232 


308 

29 
256 
384 
319 

27 


1  520 


$   1  555 


182 


423 

27 
236 
262 
359 

32 


$   1  531 


4, 


$  2  854 

670 
509 
161 

2  184 

5.63^ 


2  693 

1  941 

752 


$  3  929 

630 
495 
135 


3  299 

8.03^ 

3  794 

2  054 

$   1  740 


$  2  077 

752 
515 
237 

1  325 
3.29j^ 

1  840 

2  015 
$   -173 
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low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  iiiay  be  seen  in  the  1935  records, 
producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year  than  most 
other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business  well  organized 
should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  irake  drastic  changes  in  his 
own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for 
a  particular  tj^pe  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well 
planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  era'nings  becc.use  they  have  oper- 
ated on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of 
livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Macon  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $1974  per  farm  between  the  average  net  aarnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in  1935. 
The  average  net  earnings  for  the  tv/o  groups  were  $3299  ajid  $1325  respectively 
(Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1536  was  in  inventory  and  $315  was  in  cash.   The 
rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $122,  v/as  in  farrdly  labor.   Sales  exceeded 
cash  expenses  bjr  $2560  for  one  group  and  by  $2344  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The 
cash  balance,  as  represented  hy   these  fig-ures,  was  the  aiaount  that  T/as  left  to  pay 
interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.  Tfliere  the  cash  earnings 
were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  ins^urance,  home  conveniences, 
health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the 
standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  most  profitable  one-third  of  the  farm.s  in  this  study  averaged  251 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  245  acres;  a  difference  of  5  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  10.5  percent 
higher  and  the  value  per  acre  v;as  $4  more  thaai  on  the  low-income  farms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  aiid  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Macon  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$5,484  and  $3,608  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1,555  and  $1,531  re- 
spectively (Table  2).   One  important  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  between 
these  groups  was  the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $1,269  a  farm  on  the 
high-income  farms  during  the  year,  and  a  decrease  of  $267  on  the  lo'v-income  group. 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year,  but 
the  high  group  took  less  loss  on  this  account  because  of  having  a  smaller  inventory 
of  feed,  grain,  and  supplies  on  January  1,  1935  by  $305  (Table  2). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  soybea,ns  for  grain,  amouxtirig  to  almost 
as  much  as  corn,  is  significant  in  that  it  indicates  the  relative  prominence  of 
this  crop  on  Macon  co'xnty  farms.   However,  it  will  be  noted  that  there  ",7as  a  smaller 
percentage  of  tillable  land  in  soybeans  on  the  more  profitable  farms  tlian  on  the 
least  profitc-ble  farms,  by  8.9  percent,  and  a  larger  percentage  of  wheat  by  5.5 
percent  and  of  hay  and  pastui-e  by  2.3  percent. 
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Tablo  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze   the  Farm  Business   on 
33  Macon  Coijuity  Farms    in  1935 


Items 

Your 

farm 

Average  of 
33  farms 

11  most 

profitable 

farms 

11  least 
profitable 
farms 

240.2 
92.8 

$   15.21 
9.12 

9.09 

$  125. 
15.01 
152. 

251.4 
97.0 

$  21^81 

8.59 

13.12 

$  128. 
14.22 

163. 

245.4 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

85.5 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

$ 

$   14.70 
9.30 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

5.4C 

Value  of  land  per  acre  -___--- 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

$  124. 
17.29 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

154. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in; 

32.7 

10.5 

11.3 

29.1 

1.1 

5.5 

8.7 

33.1 
11.1 
12.8 
25.9 
.9 
5.1 
10.1 

52.9 

Oats-  --------------- 

11.9  •■ 

TCieat 

5.2  . 

Soybeans  for  grain  -------- 

34.8 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

.3  . 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  ------ 

7.7 

Non-legume  hay  end  pasture  -  -  -  - 

5.2 

Crop  yields 

51.2 
39.1 
17.3 
23.2 

54.9 
43.4 
14.8 
26.3 

48  4 

Oats ,  bu.  per  acre-  -----  _ 

32.1 

Wlieat,  bu.  oer  acre  -------- 

15.2- 

Soybeans ,  bu.  loer  acre  ------ 

20.5 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed-  - 

$ 

$  888. 
204. 

131. 

237. 
6.5 
$  143. 
61. 
4.05 
7.53 

$1039. 
242. 

141. 

321. 

5.9 

$  129. 

71. 

5.09 
10.00 

$  729. 
184. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Pct-H^i     -       -—       -        --       _- 

102 

TDnnT  t'Pxr  _  —  —  —  —  _  —  _        _„__ 

296. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

5.5 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  -__-__ 

$ 

$  150. 
48. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

3.81 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

5.48 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  ^ross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$  21. 
4.59 

1.80 
2.57 

$   4.8 
180. 

$   17. 
4.32 
1.43 
2.29 

$   5.0 
215. 

$  27. 
4.95 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

2.15 

Power  and  r-,achinery  cost  per  crop  aero 

2.83 

Number  of  work  norses  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

$ 

$   4.2 
142. 

Iinp-'^ovement  cost  pur  acre  ------ 

$ 

$    .84 

1.35 

$    .92 
1.27 

$    .74 
1  50 

Casa  balance-  --_-______ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

$ 

$2299. 
5o5. 
5.53 
4374. 

ipOOOi-'  . 

1259. 

8.03 
5484. 

$2344. 
-257. 

Hate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 

5.29 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 

5508. 
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Cxiart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Varioixs  Parts  of  yoiir 
Easiness ,  Ifecon  Ooii.ity  1935 

T-ie  mjmbers  above  tlie  lines  across  the  r.iddle  of  the  page  are  the  averagas  for  the 

33  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 

drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  nurnht-r  measuring  the  efficiency  of  yo-or 

farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  year  efficiency  with  that  of  other  fv.rmers  in 
your  locality. 
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13 

1355 
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6374 
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10.0 

60 
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26 
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91 
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1.07 

15 
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5874 
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19 
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2499 
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4374 
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5.63 

51.2 

39.1 

23,2 

143 

61 

287 

204 

4.59 

2.57 

21 

555 

2299 

18  21 

4374 
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4.0 

1 

48 

56 

22 
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51 
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5.39 

3.07 

23 
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15 
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2.5 

45 
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21 
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14 
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42 

30 

20 
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31 

227 
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4.U7 
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1599 

12 
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19 
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21 
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29 
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10 
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18 
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G-reater  crop  yields  per  acre  amountixit,  to  6.5  bushels  of  corn,  11.3  bushels 
of  oats  and  5.7  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  fai-ms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  farm 
management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net 
earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  iniprove  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  ajnount  of  livestock  ajid  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  liandled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings  be- 
tv/een  the  two  groups  of  farms.  Invsstrcents  in  productive  livestock  on  the  11  farms 
that  paid  the  best  were  $1.28  per  acre  greater  and  the  aiiount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$510  per  farm  more  than  on  the  11  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3).  Returns  per 
$100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  v.'oll  as  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were 
considerably  higher  on  the  more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 
to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  tliat  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $242 
as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $184  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  lea.st 
•profitable  farms. 


The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  wa,s  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $4.32  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2.29  for  power  a,nd  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$5.61  for  these  tv/o  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shov;n  by  an  expense  of 
$4.96  for  labor  and  $2.83  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $7.79.  Improvement 
cost  per  acre  vms  18  cents  more,  sind  taxes  per  acre  were  23  cents  less  on  the  farm 
that  paid  the  i.iost  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pa,/  for  family  labor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  total  investment,  the  most  successful  operators  had  $1740  left  for  their 
labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $175  of  having 
enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  capital)  and  had 
nothing  left  for  labor  or  inii.nagement . 


iri 


235 


-9- 

Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  e:cpense  on  t-l'ie  accounting  farms  in 
Macon  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  tecause  of  the  changes  in  price 
level,   yields  of  corn  were  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet  the  inco^ne  from 
crops  was  $877  lower  than  it  v/as  in  1934,  Livestock  incoiric,  on  the  other  liand,  was 
$251  higher  than  it  v/as  in  1954. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.74  :o  $10,49, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  rroigsd  from  $5.13  to  $20.08. 

Table  4, — Comparison  of  Saxnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Macon  Co\uity  for  1931-1935 


19531/" 


1 1  eri'.s 


1951 


1955 


1954 


1935 


Number  of  farms  ------ 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  oer  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  Isnd  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


32 
227 

$  7,66 
10.49 
-2,83 

$  163, 
214. 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestoch  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs ___ 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  far:.!  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income  - 
Total  live;;tock  -  -  - 
Cattle  -------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 


Hogs  -  - 
Poviltry 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  soybeans  in  bu. 


$1741. 


$  355, 

89. 

1297. 

428. 

352 . 


211. 


$141t 


45 
51 
22 


53 
251 


6 .15 

8.56 

-2.43 


$  132. 
169. 


2352. 

$1585. 

1227. 

613 , 

452, 

392. 

142, 

103. 

$1559 


$  510. 
52. 
977. 
254. 
284. 
286. 
Ml. 

$1055. 

55 
19 
25 


30 
260 

14.21 
7.74 
5,47 

155. 
175. 


$  1813. 

1044. 

211. 

111. 

$  5592. 


$  2395. 
52, 
1245. 
577. 
209. 
450. 
209, 

$  1770. 

22 
24 

18 


36 
249 

$  20.03 

8,51 

11.57 

$  125. 
155. 


$1604, 

955. 

173. 

91. 

$4995. 


$3308. 

104. 
1583. 
482. 
295. 
572. 
197. 

$2814, 

29 
27 

27 


33 
240 

18.21 
9.12 

Q  I"  Q 


$  125. 
152. 


$  1159. 

453, 

254. 

74. 


4374. 


$  2451. 
109, 
1834. 
350. 
343. 
850. 
255, 

$  2299. 

51 

17 
23 


1/  P.ecords  from  Macon,  De"itt,  Logan,  and  Piatt  Coionties  included  for  1932. 
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V?i.riation  m  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  \xpon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  co^onties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fig-ure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  192'1-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bolow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  p^,rt  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.ivor  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  fam  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1954  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  v^hereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  60  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  Droducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935, 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-iring  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December, 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).  Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7,57  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AiniUlL  FARM  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  THIHTY-FOUR 
FARI>AS  IN  DOIIBLAS,  COLES  &  MOULTRIE  COUNTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cuniiingham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

Farm  earnings  in  Douglas,  Coles,  and  Moultrie  counties  were  slightly- 
lower  in  1935  tlian  in  1S34,  but  were  much  above  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to 
1933,   Records  from  34  accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of 
$2793,  as  compared  with  $2816  for  1934,  $1343  for  1933  and  a  loss  of* $445  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $203  higher  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1S34,   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $6592  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $3850  per  farm,  lea.ving  a  cash  balance  of  $2742.   In 
1S34  the  cash  balance  was  $2539  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  ixader  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increa.se  was  $586  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  witli 
$911  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all  farms 
in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.  The  account- 
ing farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  v/ho  are  more  efficient 
than  the  average. 

For  citj"  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.   Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  gro'jp  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationallj'  laiown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.5  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

Tlie  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  gro^jps  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (419  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products, 

♦  W.  C.  Cannon,  E.  !V.  Rusk  and  J.  L.  Stormont,  fajrm  advisers  in  Dou<5las, 
Coles,  and  Moultrie  counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records 
on  which  this  re-oort  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Crsli  lnco;.ie,  C:^sh  Sxpense,  r.nd  Inventory  Changes  on 
34  Accounting  Fr-rras  in  Douglas,  Colts,  and  1,'oultrie 
Counties,    1935   and  1834 


Your 

"c'Jir 



farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per   farm 

Horses $              $61  $86 

Cattle -  400  248 

Hogs 70  54 

Sheep -__  7  4 

Poultry  and  eggs   -   -  24  19 

Dairy  sales     -  -  -  -  

Feed  and  grains  -  -  703  553 

Machinery 1273  552 

Improvenients  -  -  -  -  172  138 

Labor 415  271 

Miscellaneous   -  -  -  29  32 

Livestock  expense  -  "29  33 

Crop  expense   -  -  -  325  211 

Taxes  ------- 336  256 

Total _  -  _  $      $3850  $2557 


Cash  income  per  farm 
$ 


96 

$  77 

1106 

998 

1105 

936 

33 

23 

205 

214 

326 

287 

2940 

2294 

630 

177 

4 



145 

89 

1 

1 

$5592  $5096 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -----_-----------_$ 

Feed  and  grains  --____-________ 

Machinery  ------------------ 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -----_-----$ 


$  499  $  134 

-75  777 

322  72 

-60  -72 

"$  585  $  911 


S'Jmmary 

Total  cash  income  ---_-___-____-$ 

Total  cash  expense  ------_-_-__-_ 

Cash  balance  ----__-_-___---__^ 

Total  inventory  change  ------------ 

Receipts  less  expenses  -----------_$ 


$6592 

3850 


$2742 

086 


$5096 
2557 


$2539 
911 


$3428  $3450 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  v.ere  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois,   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat,  soy- 
beans, and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  f arras.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
v&lue  to  100  po\mds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  tlian  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sa.les  were  higher  on  Douglas,  Coles  and  Moultrie  county  farms  in 
1935  than  in  1934  (Table  1),  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Admin- 
istration receipts,  averaged  $1105  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $936  a  farm  in 
1934.   Sales  of  grain,  cattle,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in 
1934.   Total  cash  sales  were  $1496  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  previous 
year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $1293  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $552  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $1273  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds,  im- 
provements, crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  -Drice  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  $75  less  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.  The 
inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1954.  Big  expendi- 
tures for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $322  per  farm, 
as  compared  with  an  increase  of  $72  per  farm  in  1934. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  v/ide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  gro'jps  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bsaring  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  ma.in,  the  variations  are  due  to  factors 
which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   Hov/ever,  the  same  degree  of  efficiency  of 
production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on  one  farm 
as  compared  with  other  farms.  A  farm,  may  fp.ll  in  the  high-or  low-income  group  be- 
cause the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally  high  or 
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Table  2, — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on  54 
Doiiglas,  Coles,  and  Iloaltrie  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   IWSSTlgM'S 

Land  --------------- 

Farm  improvements      -------- 

Livestock  total     --------- 

Horses   ------------- 

Cattle   ------------- 

Hogs -__----_-_ 

Sheep     __--------_-- 

Poultry     _-_--------_ 

Machinery   ■^Hni  ec_uipment     -  -  -   -   - 

Feed,    grain  and  supplies   -   -   -   -   - 

Total   capital   investment   -   -   - 

RSC3IPTS   AIJD  :raT   Il-TCHEASES 

Livestock  total  --------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  

Hogs  (including  AAA  pajaaents) 
Sheep  ------------- 

Poultry  __-_-------- 

Egg  sales  ----------- 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Feed  s.nd  grains  (incluaing  AAA 
payments)  ------------ 

Labor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ------ 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPENSES  Airo  :^5T  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements  -------- 

Horses  -------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  and  equipment  _  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  -------- 

Crop  expense-  ----  ___-_- 

Hired  labor  ----------- 

Taxes  -------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  ------ 

Total  exoenscs  and  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  3XPS1JSES 

Total  unpaid  labor  --------- 

Operator's  labor  --------- 

Fajnily  labor  ----------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 

management  ------------ 

RATE  EARNED  ON   IWESTI/ENT 

Retijxn  to   capital  and  operator's 

labor   and  management      ------- 

5^  of  capital   invested  ------- 

LABOR  AND  I^ANAGElffiNT  ^VA&E 


your 
farm 


Average  of 
34  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


11  least 
profitable 
farms 


$  30  302 

3  451 

1  509 

415 

713 

284 

35 

52 

1  935 

2  594 
$   39  591 


$  31  536 

2  580 

1  629 

421 

717 

391 

37 

63 

1  884 

2  568 
$  40  197 


$  30  325 
4  030 

1  647 
452 
645 
219 

54 
57 

2  220 
2  584 

$  40  305 


2  309 

55 
939 

1  248 

26 
113 
102 
326 

2  157 
145 

1 

5  112 


3  774 


50 
565 
695 

24 
132 
111 
196 


2  163 
261 

4 

$  6  202 


1  965 

54 

555 
780 

47 
118 

80 
521 

2  148 

59 

$  4  172 


!$ 


228 


521 

29 
326 
415 
336 

29 


241 


254 

30 
257 
401 
331 

26 


1  684 


$   1  540 


224 


512 

30 
333 
535 
338 

51 


$  2  003 


i 


3  428 

635 
512 
123 

2  793 

7.05^ 


3  305 
1  93u 
1  525 


$  4  552 

595 

504 

91 

4  057 
10.12-;^ 

4  571 

2  010 

$  2  561 


2  169 

504 

540 

64 

1  555 
5.84^ 


2 
2 


105 
040 


55 
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low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  lie  seen  in  the  1935  records, 
producers  of  teef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year  than  most 
other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business  well  organized 
should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his 
own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  hif^h  or  low  returns  for 
a  particular  tjroe  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well 
planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they  have  oper- 
ated on  th ^t  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of 
livestock  are  the  result  of  several  yeers   of  labor. 

On  the  Do-aglas ,  Coles  and  Ifoultrie  county  farms  included  in  this  report 
there  was  a  difference  of  $2502  per  farm  between  the  ave.-age  net  e^^jrnings  of  that 
third  of  the  farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the 
least  profitable  in  1935.  The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $4057  and 
$1565  respectively  (Table  2).  Of  this  difference  $981  was  in  inventory  and  $1512 
was  in  cash.   The  rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $9,  was  in  family  labor. 
Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $3565  for  one  group  and  by  $2153  for  the  other 
(Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that 
was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   'iThere  the 
cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance, 
home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that 
contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Coniparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  whs  an  average  difference  of  7  acres  between  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  y/as  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was  least  profitable,  the 
acreage  per  farm  averaging  280  and  273  respectively.   The  land  on  the  more  profit- 
able farms  was  also  more  tillable  by  1.7  percent  and  the  valuation  per  acre  was  $2 
more  than  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tv/een  the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  fo-ond  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Douglas, 
Coles  and  Moultrie  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases 
being  $6202  and  $4172  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1540  and  $2003 
respectively  (Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $22.12  and  $15.28  and 
the  expenses  $7.52  end  $9.55  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
gro-jps  of  farms,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  percent  of  tillable  land  in 
corn,  by  5.5  percent;  and  in  soybeans,  by  7,4  percent;  and  a  smaller  percent  of 
tillable  land  in  non-legume  hay  and  pasture,  by  5  percent.  The  percent  of  tillable 
land  in  hay  and  pasture  on  both  groups  of  farms  was  low  as  compared  with  accoiunting 
farms  in  most  other  counties  of  Illinois. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Far:;.  Business  on  34 
Douglas,  Coler, ,  and  !!oultrie  County  F'^:ns  in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
34  fai-ms 

11  most 
profitable 

farms 

11  least 
profitable 

farms 

$ 

$ 

281.2 
50.9 

18.18 
8.25 
9.93 

108. 
12.27 

141. 

$ 
$ 

280.4 
92.4 

22.12 

7.62 
14.50 

113. 

9.56 
143. 

$ 

$ 

273.0 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

90.7 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  exDenses  per  acre  ------- 

$ 

15.28 
9.55 

Net  receipts  oer  acre  -------- 

5.73 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ____-_- 
Value  of  iirrorovements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

111. 
14,76 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

149. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

29.9 
11.1 

9.0 
25.6 

7.9 
11.4 

5.1 

32.6 
10.3 

7.0 
31.5 

3.8 
12.3 

2.5 

?7  1 

AatQ      -       ----- 

11  7 

Uai/b      -       —  —  —  — 

TOieat  --------------- 

8.2 

Soybeans  for  r;rain  -------- 

24.1 

Other  cultivated  crops   ------ 

9.3 

Legume  hay  and  oasture  ------ 

12.1 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  _  -  -  - 

7.5 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  _--_-_-- 

48.7 

35.8 
15.1 
23.5 

51.2 

40.0 
13.8 
25.6 

46.0 

Oats,  bu.  oer  acre  -------- 

34.5 

Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

15.5 

Soybeans,  bu,  per  acre  ------ 

21.7 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  -  -  - 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$ 
$ 

1587. 
163. 

152. 

272. 
5.8 

144. 
61. 
4.74 
9.79 

$ 

$ 

2154. 

173. 

208. 
300. 

5.7 
137. 
55. 

5.29 
13.28 

$ 
$ 

1215. 
157. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Hafflp                   _                    __                _ 

107. 

236.    ^ 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter   ------- 

5.7 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

$ 

154. 
72. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

4.53 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

7.00 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 

$ 

$ 
$ 

20. 
4.30 
1.38 
1.81 

3.9 
155. 

$ 
$ 

15. 
3.80 
1,05 
1.38 

3.6 
130. 

$ 

$ 

28 . 
5.09 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  _  - 

2.36 

2.92 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

4.1 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

$ 

177. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$ 

.81 
1.19 

$ 

.86 
1.18 

$ 

.82 

1.24 

-$ 

$ 
$ 

2742. 

686. 
7.05^ 
5112. 

$ 

$ 

3665. 
997. 
10.12^ 
5202. 

$ 
$ 

2153. 
16. 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 

3.845& 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 

$ 

4172. 

-7- 

Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business. 
Douglas,  Coles,  and  Moultrie,  Counties  1935 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the  34 
farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  najned  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By  draw- 
ing a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  raeasui'ing  the  efficiency  of  your  farm  in 
that  factor,  you  ca,n  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your  local- 
ity. 


Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Crop 

yields 

Plogs:   Incom.e  per 
litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales  per 
dairy  cot/ 

Poiiltry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  Tier  $100 
of  feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

0) 

o 

§ 
i-i 

Clj 

en 
cti 
o 

Gross 
receipts 

B 

C-. 
Cm 

•  H 

in 

(D 
!-. 
O 

Vi 
iH 

(D 

pi 

^. 

o 
o 

en 

iH 

CD 
XI 

tf; 
4J 

a 
o 

Soybeans, 

bushels 

o 

c^ 

rH 

s 

Power  and 
machinery 

CD 

?-) 
o 

a 

(D 

Per  farm 

12 

59 

51 

29 

244 

111 

572 

238 

1.30 

.31 

10 

2186 

4242 

28 

7112 

481 

11 

65 

48 

28 

224 

101 

352 

223 

1.90 

.51 

12 

1885 

3942 

26 

5712 

441 

10 

61 

45 

27 

204 

91 

332 

208 

2.50 

.91 

14 

1585 

3542 

24 

5312 

401 

9 

57 

42 

26 

184 

81 

312 

193 

3.10 

1.21 

15 

1285 

3342 

22 

5912 

351 

8 

53 

39 

25 

164 

71 

292 

178 

3.70 

1.51 

18 

985 

3042 

20 

5512 

521 

7.05 

i 
48.7 

35.8 

23.9 

144 

51 
1 

272 

163 

4.30 

1.81 

20 

686 

2742 

18.18 

5112 

281 

6 

1 
1 

45 

33 

23 

124 

51 

252 

148 

4.90 

2.11 

22 

385 

2442 

15 

4712 

241 

5 

1 
i 
41 

30 

22 

104 

41 

232 

133 

5.50 

2.41 

24 

86 

2142 

14 

4312 

201 

4 

37 

27 

21 

I 
84 

31 

212 

118 

5.10 

2.71 

26 

-214 

1342 

12 

3912 

151 

121 

81 

3 

33 

24 

20 

1 

54 

21 

192 

103 

5.70 

3.01 

28 

-514 

1542 

10 

3512 

2 

29 

21 

19 

44 

172 

88 

7.30 

3.31 

30 

-814 

1242 

i 
1 

3112 

zm 
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G-reater  crop  yields  per  acre  amo-ontins  to  5.2  tushels  of  corn,  5,1  bushels 
of  oats  and  3.9  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  least  profitable  frrms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent  in  fajrm 
management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  f?.rmers  are  increasing  their  net 
earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  erop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  v;ith  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  fau'ms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  11 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $.76  per  acre  greater  and  the  arao'unt  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $939  per  farm  more  th^.n  on  the  11  fai-ns  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  ret'orns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  were  considerably  higher  on  the  r.iore  profitable  farms.  For  every 
$100  v.'orth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best, 
there  was  a  return  of  $173  as  contrasted  with  a  retiurn  of  $157  for  the  same  amount 
of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 


^i 


The  larger  income  on  che  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $3.80  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $1.38  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $5.18  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  ex- 
pense of  $5,09  for  labor  and  $2,92  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $8,01. 
Improvement  cost  per  acre  was  4  cents  more  aiid  taxes  per  acre  v/ere  6  cents  less  on 
the  farms  that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  exrpenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allow-uace  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  cp.pital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  fajrms 
gave  an  average  return  for  operator's  Ip.bor  f,nd  mp.nagement  of  $2561,  while  the 
least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $65, 


I 


I 
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Variations  in  Sarnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenses  on  the  accounting  farms  on 
Douglas,  Coles,  and  Houltrie  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because 
of  the  changes  in  price  level.   Corn  yields  were  much  better  in  1S35  than  in  1934, 
yet  the  income  from  crops  was  $657  less  than  it  was  in  1934.  Livestock  income,  on 
the  other  hand,  v/as  $551  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.35  to  $9.52, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $6.41  to  $19.53. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting  Farms 
in  Douglas,  Coles,  and  Moultrie  CouJities  for  1931-1935 


1 1  ems 

Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres   -  ■ 

G-ross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  -  . 

Net  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  land  jer  acre  • 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  . 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle-  _-_-_------. 

Hogs  -------___-_. 

Poultry  --  _______ 

Gross  income  per  f:-'xm   _  -  -  _  . 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  _----___---_. 

Miscellaneous  incom.e  _  -  _  _  . 
Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  ------------ 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Hogs -----. 

Poultry  ----__---__. 

Cash  balance  ---__-___. 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  • 
Average  yield  of  soybeans  in  bu. 


193li/ 


'l932^ 


19333/ 


1934i/ 


1?35 


38 
247 


6.80 

9.52 

-2.72 


$  140. 
180. 


$2129. 

1004. 

536. 

88. 

1680. 


191. 
73. 
1416. 
103. 
373. 
800. 
133. 

$  1193. 

42 
29 
25 


34 
282 

5.41 

7.99 

-1.58 


$   128. 
165. 


$  2302. 

1303 . 

408. 

97. 

1809. 


192. 
48. 
1569. 
574. 
249. 
519, 
119. 

$  1311. 

53 
23 
24 


30 
259 

$  12.34 
7.35 
4.99 

$  110. 
138. 


$1659. 

906. 

310. 

65. 

3320. 


1835. 

55 . 

1418. 

268. 

716. 
94. 

$1512. 

25 

16 
16 


57 

248 

$   19.53 

7.88 

11.65 

$  102. 
137. 


$1555. 

775. 

283. 

82. 

4765 . 


2814. 

2258. 
748. 
287. 
956. 
207. 

$2539. 

33 
22 
28 


1/  Records  from  Coles,  Douglas,  and  Moultrie  Counties  for  1931. 
2/  Records  from  Edgar,  Douglas,  Coles,  and  I.Ioultrie  Counties  for  1932. 
3/  Records  from  Do'oglas ,  i:oultrie,  Coles,  and  Shelby  Coujities  for  1933. 
4/  Records  from  Edgar,  Douglas,  Clark,  and  Coles  Counties  for  1934. 


34 
281, 

18.18 
8.25 
9.95 

$  108. 
141. 


$1509. 
713. 
284. 
62. 

$5112. 


2157. 

145. 
2309. 

939. 

325. 
1243. 

215. 

$2742. 

49 
15 
24 


2U6 


-10- 

Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  co'inties  and 
below  avera-^t;  in  other  counties  (Fig-ore  1).  The  1935  cor^bined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  sama  crops  for  the  period  1934-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  v.'cre  above  averag'^,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  be-low  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belo-.v  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  v.'est-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b-^girjiing  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bo'oght  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -oroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935, 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  during  1935,   For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  v/orth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1S35  but  wsrn  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3eef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.55 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7,67  to  $9.30  a  hundred,   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
c-jnts  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  sajne  year. 
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■   AlH\fUAl  FAR-M  BUSIIJESS  REPOHT  ON  FORTY-FOUR 
FARMS  IK  ^'ILL  AUD  lOlNDALL  COUNTIES,  ILLIITOIS,  1935 

y^.   E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  S.  L.  Saixer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Will  and  Kendall  counties'  continued  upward 
in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  txie  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past 
five  years.  Records  from  44  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of 
$1792  as  compared  with  $752  for  1934,  $692  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $224"  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $481  less  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934,   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3609  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2527  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1082.   In 
1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1563  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accoimting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accoumts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

T.'ie  net  inventory  increase  was  $1425  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  v/ith 
a  loss  of  $121  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  a,rea  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.   The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For-  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1935,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for 
the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1953.   A  group  of  industrial  cor- 
porations reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  shov/ed  average  earnings  of  6.5  per- 
cent on  their,  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934, 

The  fatmei-  is"  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  bhe  end  of 

the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  "lis  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  acco^onts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  n.ade  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  betv'/een  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  v/hich  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  v^lue  of  the  food  and  fuel  fixrnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  v/hen  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  L.  T..   Braham  and  W.  P.  Miller,  fai'm  advisers  in  Will  and  Kendall 
counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on  v/hich  this  re- 
port is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
44  Accotmting  Farms  in  Will  and  Kendall  Counties,  1935  and  19341/ 


Yo-'xc 

Yo-or 

farm 

Av-3r. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1S35 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Horses  ---------  $ 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs __--_ 

Sheep  --------- 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  -  -  - 

Dairy  sales  ------ 

Feed  and  grains     -   -  -  - 

Machinery-  ------- 

Improvements  ------ 

Labor-  --------- 

Miscellaneous  ----- 

Livestock  expense  -  -  - 
Crop  expense  ------ 

Taxes-  --------- 

Total $ 


Cash  expense  per  farm   Cash  income  per  farm 


$  58 

0  30 

583 

157 

52 

14 

42 

46 

42 

19 

330 

369 

672 

385 

178 

114 

156 

159 

32 

32 

30 

31 

160 

149 

182 

195 

$2527 

$1508 

$ 


$ 

76 

$  23 

715 

596 

563 

333 

74 

8 

301 

216 

746 

1074 

943 

874 

123 

75 

— — 

1 

67 

54 

1 

7 

$3609  $3261 


Inventory  chajiges 

Livestock     -------------------  -^ 

Feed  and  grains-  ----------------- 

Machinery     -------------------- 

Improvements  -------------------_ 

Total  inventory  change  -------------$ 


$  875  $   9 

439  81 

153  -92 

-42  -119 


$1425  $-121 


Summary 

Total  ^as-i  mcoine-  ----------------$ 

Total  cash  expense  ----------------_ 

Cash  balance  __----_------------$ 

Total  inventory  change  -------------- 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------------^ 


$3609 
2527 


$1082 
1425 


$3261 

1698 

'^  1563 

-121 


"$  2507  3  1442 


l/   Records  from  Will  county  only  for  1934 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Paxm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924- 
1933.   There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state 
(see  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  po\inds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  v;as  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
those  farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Will  and  Kendall  county  farms  in  1935  than 
in  1934  (Table  1),   Grain  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $943  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $874  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales 
of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  a,nd  hogs,  including  A<.;ricultural  Adjustment  Adminis- 
tration receipts,  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  dairy  siles,  however,  were 
less  in  1935,  by  $328.   Total  cash  sales  were  $343  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than 
during  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $829  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1954. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $383  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $572  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include;  improvements, 
crop  expense,  and  livestock  purchases.   Taxes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935  than  in 
1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  laxger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1954.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  only  $439  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
Big  expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  broiJight  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of 
$153  per  farm,  as  compsxed  v/ith  a  decrease  of  $92  per  farm  in  1934,  In  either  of 
the  last  two  years  there  has  not  been  eno\%"h  money  spent  on  improvements  to  main- 
tain inventory  valuations. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  thers  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  f^-rms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  '-ind   physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to  fac- 
tors which  che  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  efficiency 
of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on  one  farm 
as  compared  with  other  farms.  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income  group 
because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally  high 
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Tatle  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
44  Will  and  Kendall  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
44  farms 


15  most 

profitable 

farms 


15   least 
profitable 

farms 


CAPITAL   I1TVEST!-E1WS 


Land  ----------- 

Farm  improvements  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  total  -  -  -  -  - 

Horses  --------- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs -__- 

Sheep  --------- 

Poultry  -------- 

Machinery  and  equipment 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  - 
.  Total  caoital  investment 


$  18  373 
4  450 
1  583 

398 

804 

207 

77 

97 

1  383 

1  459 

$  27  248 


$  20  685 

3  853 

1  905 

372 

916 

359 

176 

82 

1  311 

1  368 


$  29  122 


$  15  436 

4  279 

1  288 

429 

661 

71 

41 

86 

1  368 

1  540 

$  23  911 


RECEIPTS  AITD  NET  INCREASES 


Livestock  total- 


Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments)-  - 
Sheep-  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Egg  sales-  ----------- 

Dairy  sales-  ---------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA  pay- 
ments )   ------------- 

Labor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receiots  ------ 

Total  receiots  &  net  increases  - 


$      2   563 


$      3  557 


57 

49 

670 

1  128 

744 

1  392 

51 

108 

113 

133 

182 

197 

746 

560 

1  052 

1  230 

67 

80 

1 

1 

$      3   583 


$     4  878 


$_L 


$     2 


EXPENSES   AMD  IIET  DECREASES 


Farm   inrproveraents-   -   -   - 

Horses   --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  _  - 
Feed,  grain  ajid  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ----___ 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  n^.  t  decreases 


220 


395 

30 
150 
156 
182 


203 


420 

28 
185 
216 
214 

28 


1  175 


$   1  295 


$  1 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES 


Total  unpaid  labor  ------- 

Operator's  labor  ------- 

Family  labor  --------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ----------- 

RATE  E.\RNED  ON  IHVESTl.ffiNT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5^  of  capital  Invested  -  -  _  _  - 
LABOR  AI^t'd  liANAGEMEIW  WAGE 


$   2  507 

715 
508 
207 

1  792 

6.58^ 

2  300 

1  362 
938 


583 


$ 


523 
489 

134 

2  960 

1C._16^ 

3  449 
1  461 
1  988 


$  _L 


626 

2.62jt 

1  143 

1  196 
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or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen  in  the  1935 
records.   Producers  of  teef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable 
year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business 
well  organized  should  not  be  influenced,  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  maize   drastic 
changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  ha.s  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or 
low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms 
that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  shov/  good  earnirigs  because 
they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and 
efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Will  and  Kendall  comity  f?,rms  included  in  this  report  there  was 
a  difference  of  $2334  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  pro- 
fita.ble  in  1935,  The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $2960  and  $525 
respectively  (Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1985  was  in  inventory  and  $254  was  in 
cash.   The  rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $85,  v/as  in  family  labor.   Sales 
exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1100  for  one  group  and  by  $835  for  the  other  (Table  3), 
The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to 
pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Where  the  cash  earn- 
ings were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  con- 
veniences, health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  con- 
tribute to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Sarnings 

In  size,  there  was  a  difference  of  34  acres  between  that  third  of  the 
f'.rms  which  were  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  least  profitable,  the 
fa.rms  averaging  194  and  150  acr>3s  respectively.  The  land  was  less  tillable,  by 
3.9  percent  but  was  worth  more  per  acre,  by  $10  on  the  most  profitable  group  of 
farms.  The  investment  in  improvements  an  acre  was  materially  less  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  snost  than  on  the  farms  tha.t  paid  the  least,  there  being  a  sm?.ller 
total  investment  in  improvements  for  a  larger  nximber  of  acres. 

In  ..":Ost  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  fo'und  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Will 
and  Kendall  comity  farms  in  1935,  the  figiares  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$4878  and  $2401  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1295  and  $1067  respectively 
(Table  2).   Qn  an  acre,  basis,  the  receipts  were  $25.08  and  $15.00  and  the  expenses 
$9.85  and  $11.09  respectively  (Table  3). 

One  iniportant  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  betv/een  these  groups 
was  the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $2483  a  farm  on  the  high-income  farms 
during  the  ye?x,  and  only  $498  on  the  low-income  group. 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  selection  of  crops  between  the  tv/o 
groups  of  farms,  the  more  profit.-'ble  having  a  l''.rger  percent  of  tillable  land  in 
corn,  by  7  percent  and  a  smaller  percent  of  tillable  land  in  soybeans  by  2,5  per- 
cent; and  non- legume  hay  and  pasture  by  5.8  percent.   The  percent  of  tillable  land 
in  hay  and  past'ore  was  particularly  high  on  both  groups  of  f o.rms  ,  indicating  a  ten- 
dency on  the  part  of  farm  account  ^<eepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Aiialy/-e  the  Farm  Business  on 
44  Will  and  Kendall  County  Farms  in  1935 


I  tens 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 

44  farms 

15  most 

profitable 

farms 

15  least 
profitable 
farms 

177.4 
88.1 

$  20.76 
10.66 
10.10 

$  104. 
25.08 
154. 

194.5 
87.0 

$   25.08 

9.86 

15.22 

$  106. 
19.81 
150. 

$ 
$ 

160.0 

Percent  of  lajid  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

90.9 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  -  -  -  -  —  - 
Total  expenses  Der  acre  ------- 

$ 

15.00 
11.09 

Net  receiiats  per  acre  -------- 

3.91 

Value  of  land  per  acre   ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

96. 
26.74  1 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 



149.    ^ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

33.9 
29.1 

1.9 
8.3 
5.0 
17.7 
4.1 

36.3 
28.8 
2.6 
7.8 
3.9 
18.1 
2.5 

29.3 

28.5 

1.9 

10.1 
5.5 

17.4 
5.3 

r\r-  ¥  r^ 

Soybeans  for  grain  ----_-__ 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  ------ 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  _-_----_ 

57.7 
32.2 

19.0 
14.3 

60.7 
36.7 
22.5 
22.0 

51.9 
33.7 
20.4 
10.3 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre  _---_--_ 

Wheat ,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

Soybeans ,  bu.  per  acre  ___--- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  oer  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$1430. 
175. 

132. 
256. 

5.0 
$  148. 
96. 

9.04 
14.13 

$1772. 
198. 

123. 

330. 
6.1 
$  153. 
84. 
11.65 
18.09 

$: 
$ 

L154.    d 
137.    1 

124.    f 
221.     } 
5.2 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter   -_-_-__ 

Income  per  litter  f-:rrowed  -  -  -  _  _ 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

$ 

126.     1 

100. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

7.08 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

9.91 

Man  labor  cost  "oer  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  ^er  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$  23. 
5.86 
2.78 

3.68 

3.8 

$  185. 

$   15. 
5.07 
2.70 
3.65 

3.6 

$  197. 

$ 

$ 

33. 
5.10 

Machinery  cost  ner  crop  acre  -  -  -  _ 

2.69 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acr( 

i 

3.62 

Number  of  v/or'c  horses  -------- 

4.0 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  "iiorses  -  -  -  -  - 

$ 

190. 

— 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$    1.24 
1.03 

$   1.04 
1.10 

$ 

1.34 
99 

$ 

$1082. 
1425. 
6.58 

$3683. 

$1100. 
2483. 
10.16 
$4878. 

$ 
$: 

836 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

498. 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 

2.62 

Gross  receipts  oer  farm  ------- 

$ 

3401.     1 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Will  and  Kendall  Couiities,  1935 

The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
44  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  muasioring  the  efficiency  of  youi'  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 

1                                                                 ,  .  .    .   1 

Rate   earned 
on   investment 

Crop  yields 

u 

o 

ft  rd 

e  p 

o  U 
o  u 

H  l+H 

U 
••  CD 

CO  -P 
ij  -P 
O  -H 
W  -H 

Dairy  sales 
per  dairy  cow 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100   invested 

Returns  per  $100   of 
feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$L00  gross   income 

Increase   in 
inventory 

ci 
1-1 

a 

to 
ci 
o 

Gross 
receipts 

•H 

CO 

CO 

1 

u 
o 
o 

CO 

M 

CO 
-P 

a 
o 

Soybeans, 

bushels 

O 
rH 

Po'iver  and 
machinery 

o 

u 

u 

14.0 

78 

47 

24 

223 

145 

405 

250 

.86 

1.18 

13 

2925 

2582 

31 

7183 

277 

12.5 

74 

44 

22 

208 

136 

375 

235 

1.8S 

1.58 

15 

2525 

2282 

29 

5483 

257 

11.0 

70 

41 

20 

193 

125 

345 

220 

2.86 

2.18 

17 

2325 

1982 

27 

5783 

237 

1 

9.5 

65 

38 

18 

178 

115 

315 

205 

3.85 

2.58 

19 

2025 

1582 

25 

5083 

217 

8.0 

62 

35 

16 

153 

105 

285 

190 

4.85 

3.18 

21 

1725 

1382 

23 

4333 

197 

1 

1 

6.58 

57.7 

32.2 

14.3 

148 

95 

256 

175 

5,85 

3.68 

23 

1425 

1082 

20.75 

3583 

177 

5.0 

54 

29 

12 

133 

86 

226 

160 

6.86 

4.18 

25 

1125 

782 

19 

2983 

157 

3.5 

50 

25 

10 

118 

75 

195 

145 

7. 36 

4.58 

27 

325 

482 

17 

2283 

137 

1 

2.0 

46 

23 

8 

103 

56 

155 

130 

1 

8.85  5.18 

29 

525 

182 

15 

1583 

117 

.5 

42 

20 

5 

88 

56 

136 

115 

i 
1 

9.85  5.68 

31 

225 

-118 

13 

883 

97 

-1.0 

38 

17 

73 

45 

105 

100 

10.85  6.18 

33 

-75 

-418 

11 

185 

77 

253 
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Greater  crop  yields,  amounting  to  8.8  bushels  of  corn,  3  bushels  of  oats, 
and  11.7  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  15  most  profitable  farms  a  great  advantage 
over  the  15  least  profitable  farms. 

The  ai:iomit  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  whica  it  was  handled  were 
the  two  most  inrportant  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  between  the 
two  groups  of  farms.  The  15  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average  investment  of 
$2267  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $1132  on  the  lea.st  profitable  group. 
This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $11.56  and  $7,08  respectively,  from  which 
the  receipts  were  $1809  and  $9.91  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.  The  high  income 
group  fed  fifty  percent  more  feed  per  farm  than  did  the  other  group,  and  for  each 
$100  worth  of  feed  fed  received  $198  in  livestock  returns  compared  with  $157  for 
the  other  group.  The  important  kinds  of  livestock  were  cattle  and  hogs.  Other 
kinds  of  livestock  enterprises  were  relatively  more  profitable  than  dairying  in 
1935,  the  advance  in  prices  of  other  livestock  being  more  prono^onced  than  the  ad- 
vance in  prices  of  dairy  products.   This  tended  to  throw  dairy  farmers  in  the  low- 
income  group,  and  accounts  for  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  being  lower  on  the  other 
group  of  farms. 

While  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  situation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.  These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a.  need  for  an  iindue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  T/hose 
incomes  are  largely  limited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  iDrofitable  farms  was  secured  with  an 
expense  of  $5,07  per  acre  for  labor  and  $3.55  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $8.72  for  tnese  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lov/er  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  v/as  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense 
of  $5.10  for  labor  and  $3.62  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $9.72, 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  per- 
cent interest  on  total  investment,  the  most  successful  operators  had  $1988  left 
for  their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  succes':ful  operators  lacked  $54 
of  having  enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the 
capital)  and  had  nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 
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Variation  in  Earnings  orer  Five-year  period 

A  corrtprrison  of  production,  income  and  expendit'ores  on  fae  accomiting 
farms  in  Will  and  Kendall  counties  for  the  last  five  yerirs  is  interesting  because  of 
the  changes  in  price  level.   Corn  yields  on  the  accounting  farms  were  the  highest  in 
five  years,  and  oat  yields,  v/hile  only  fair,  were  the  hsst  since  1932.   Grain  crops, 
while  lower  in  price  than  in  1954,  combined  v;ith  good  yields  resulted  in  income  from 
grain  $465  larger  than  in  1934  and  provided  feed  for  a  larger  amount  of  livestock. 
Livestock  income  averaged  $570  a  farm  more  in  1935  than  in  any  year  since  1923.   As 
a  result  of  the  favorable  production  of  crops  and  favorable  prices  of  livestock  in 
1935  the  gross  incoiiie  per  farm  averaged  the  best  in  six  years.   Cash  expenses  were 
also  the  highest  in  four  years,  as  farmers  replaced  worn-out  equipment,  and  provided 
other  means  for  mainta,ining  the  productive  capacity  of  their  farms. 

Table  4, — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Will  and  Kendall  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19511/ 


19321/ 


193317" 


_1934iA. 


Items 

Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  f:\rms,  acres 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  _  _  _  _ 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Net  income  per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 

Investment  per  taxn   in: 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle-  ----------- 

Hogs-  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Gross  income  jer  farm  -  -  -  -  - 

Income  per  farm  from; 

Crops  ------------ 

Miscellaneous  income   _  _  _  _ 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle  --__-__---- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Hogs-  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Cash  balance  --------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  onts  in  bu. 


30 


9.57 
12.67 
-3.1C 


$  lis. 

179. 


$  2809. 

1774. 

474. 

149. 

$  1913. 


-85. 

$  -41 

30. 

49 

1883. 

1919 

42. 

451 

1282. 

950 

546. 

320 

250. 

189 

$  1210. 

35. 
?o 


30 
214 

$  9.18 
10.23 
-1.05 

$  101. 
158. 


$2440 . 

1549, 

250. 

llu . 

$1958. 


^  1415. 

47. 

50. 


30 
191 

13.21 
9.59 
3.62 

102. 
151. 


1728. 
1055. 

181. 

106. 


$  2523, 


$  1488. 

24. 
22. 


35 
195 

$  13.53 
9.68 
3.85 

$  99. 
148. 


$1655. 

1065. 

158. 

84. 

$2540. 


$1563. 

13. 
15. 


20.76 
10.56 
10.10 


$  104. 
154. 


$1583. 

804. 

207. 

97. 

$3683. 


852. 

$  586. 

$1052. 

59. 

51. 

68. 

1612. 

1993. 

2563. 

315. 

328. 

670. 

847. 

1074. 

746. 

297. 

350. 

744. 

147. 

192. 

295. 

$1082. 

58. 
32. 


1/  Records  from  Will  Coui.ty  only  for  1931-1934. 
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Variation  ir.  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  var;'"  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  anothei-,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  a-no\vnt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  ths  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dsun- 
age,  frost  damai^e,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wer^  much  above  the  averai^e  in  some  counties  and 
below  avera^tj  in  other  counties  (li^-xce   1).  The  193B  cocbined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  v.'heat  and  oats  yields  v/erj  bdo'iv  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  pirt  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  r;ero 
much  below  average  for  a  gro'op  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  pirt 
of  the  state.  Area,s  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  accouni;  since  there  v/ere 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hr,nd  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  th^j  b-^ginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935  .i^ 

Prices  of  Illinois  form  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  f.armers  for  coiamodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United      •! 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -nroducts  advanced  from  a.n  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-jring  1955.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  llo  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  liad  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  39  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was       f^ 
worth  85  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  Dece:nber  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  sanie  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  wer?  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3eef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  conparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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liimjiJj   FARM  BUSIiraSS  RSPORT  OH  THIRTY 
FARMS  IN  SHELBY  COmJTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnr-ton,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 


Farm  earnings  in  Shelty  comity  were  lower  in  1955  than  in  1934,  'out  were 
much  above  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933.  Records  frora  30  accounts  show 
for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $1317,  as  compared  with  $3007  for  1934, 
$1343  for  1933,  a  loss  of  $445  for  1932,  and  a  loss  of  $654  for  1931. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $490  lov/er  per  farm 
in  1935  than  in  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3414  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $1838  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1575.   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $3056  per  farm.  Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accountins  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $430  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
an  increase  of  $1585  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accouiiting  service.  The 
accoxmting  farms  are  larger  than  average  ajid  are  operated  hir   farmers  who  are  more 
efficient  thsxi  the  average. 

For  city  v/age  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the  year 

1935  T/as  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-192S  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  banlc  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4,4  percent  in  1S34. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a.  capitalist,  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  res-ult  of  his  labor,  his 
capital,  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  i-or  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  betv/een  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel,  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  ixsed  in  this 
report.  For  a  grovip  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Sei-vice  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  fiornished  by  the  faxm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  'oroducts. 


*W.  S.  Batson,  farm  adviser  in  Shelby  couiaty,  cooporated  in  supervising  and  collect- 
ing the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table 


■   1. — Cash  Inco.'je,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Chang 
30  Accounting  Farms  in  Shelby  County,  19S5  and  193' 


:8s 
4 


on 


I  tecs 


Your 

farm   Aver.  Aver  J:/ 

1?35   1935   1934 


Your 

farm   Aver.  Aver  A/ 

1935   1935   19.34 


Carh  exoense  loer  farir.   Cash  income  per  fp.rm 


Horses  --____  $ 

Cattle  ______ 

Kogs  -  ________ 

Sheep-  -------_-- 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  -  -  -  _ 

Dairy  sales-  --___-- 
Feed  and  grains  -  _  _  -  _ 
Machinery  ___-_-__ 
Innprovsi.ients  ------- 

Labor _______ 

Miscellaneous-  ------ 

LiVvistock  expense  -  -  _  _ 
Crop  e:cpense  _--_--_ 
Taxes-  _-------_- 

Total- ___ $ 


$  70 

$   57 

206 

250 

57 

42 

9 

45 

17 

21 

275 

301 

583 

575 

109 

176 

117 

248 

22 

30 

15 

29 

172 

194 

136 
$1£38 

254 
$2332 

$ 


$   67 

$  97 

429 

354 

759 

777 

65 

68 

262 

215 

291 

479 

1303 

2139 

146 

154 

14 

— 

78 

95 

$3414  $4390 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -_-_--_---_---__--_-$ 
Feed  and  grains  _________________ 

Machinery-  -------------------- 

Improvements  ------------------- 

Total  inventory  cha-nge  _____________$ 


$  346  $  303 

-48  1248 

175  175 

-43  -41 


$  430  $1586 


Sur.F.iary 

Total  casn  income-  ____--_---__--_-$ 

Total  cash  expense  ---------------- 

Cash  balance  ----__-____________$ 

Total  inventory  change  -__-_______-__ 

Heceipts  less  expenses  --_--_--___-_-$ 


$3414  $4393 
1838   2532 


$1575  $2065 
450   1686_ 
'$2006  $5752 


1/  Records  from  Shelbv  and  Houltrie  counties  for  1934. 


259 


-3- 

Farniing  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  moat  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1834-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.  In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
I  farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  averaged  $984  lower  on  Shelby  county  farms  in  1935  the:,n  in 
I  1934,  the  total  cash  sales  for  tliese  years  being  $3414  and  $4398  respectively 
j  (Table  1).   Grain  sales,  including  Agricultiiral  Adjustment  payments,  averaged  $1503 
I  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $2139  a  farm  in  1934.  Sales  of  hogs,  including 
I  Agricultural  Adjustment  payments,  and  dairy  products  were  also  lower  in  1935  than 
'f   in  1934.  poultry  and  egg  sales,  however,  were  $47  a  farm  higher  last  year  than 
I  during  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  were  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934,  by  $494,  there 
being  less  money  spent  for  livestock,  feed,  machinery,  improvements,  labor,  crop 
expense, and  taxes. 

Livestock  values  continued  up^fard  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  larger  increase 
in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain  values,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  trend  dm'ing  the  year,  and  prices  at  the  end  of  the  year  were  not  smfi- 
cient  to  maintain  inventory  valuations.  The  inventory  increases  for  feed  and  grain 
were  particularly  high  in  1934.   Due  to  p'jrchases  of  new  equipment  on  many  farms, 
the  machinery  inventory  increased  by  approxima.tely  the  same  nmount  both  years.   Lack 
of  eicpenditures  on  improvements  resulted  in  a  further  depreciation  in  b'oildings  and 
fences,  amounting  to  $43  as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $41  in  1934. 

Variations  in  Fa.rm  Earnings 


Tiiether  average  farm  e  rnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individiial  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
I  on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to  fac- 
tors which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  efficiency 
of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on  one 
farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
g.voup  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  th;it  happen  to  be  abnormally 
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Tatle  2. — Investneuts,  Receipts, 
30  Shelby  Co-cuit:'  ?t 


Sxpenses  and  Earniii/r;s  on 
rmr  in  1335 


Items 


Yo-or 
farm 


Average  of 
30  farnr. 


TO"  most  ~Y  10  least 
profitable  prof i table | 


farms 


farms 


CAPITAL   Iiry^STIglTOS 


Land  ----  _____ 

Farm  inrprovements-  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  total  -  _  _  -  _ 
Horses  --------- 

Cattle  _-----_-- 

Hogs  _-_------- 

Sheep  -_____-_- 

Poultry  ------_- 

Machinery  aiid  equipment-  - 

Feed,  ^rain  and  supplies  - 

Total  cnnital  investment 


$14  127 
2  301 
1  238 


387 
469 
232 

69 

81 

950 

1  505 

$20  151 


$13  245 

1  850 

1  210 

367 

393 

330 

49 

71 

1  178 

1  510 


$13 
2 
1 


350 
258 
0S6 


390 
320 
155 
137 
93 
795 
119 


$19  093 


$13  526 


RECEIPTS   A:ID  TilT   II-TCHSASES 


Livestock  tots,l 


Horses 


Cattle  -------_---_ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments )- 
Sheep  -----__----_ 

Poultry  ___________ 

Egg  sales  ----__-___ 

Dairy  sales  _________ 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  -_------_-- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -   -  -  - 

Total  receipt?  C^   net  increases 


$  1  860 

41 
443 
764 
52 
99 
170 
291 

980 
78 

$  2  918 


$  2  292 

59 

560 

1  072 

44 

92 

141 

344 

1  341 
35 

$  3  568 


5:<PEIISES  ATP   }HT  D5CHSA5ES 
Farm  improvements-  -  -  _ 
Horses  ---__-___ 
lascellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment-  -  _  _  - 
Food,  grain  and  supplies  _  -  -  _ 
Livestock  expense  _______ 

Crop  expense  -----___-- 

Hired  labor-  -_--_--_-_ 
Tajces  __-----__---_ 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  _  _  -  _ 
Total  expenses  5:  net  decreases 


RECEIPTS  LESS  ElgEITSES 


$ $ 


136 


252 

15 
172 
117 
155 


138 


191 

15 
181 
109 
153 

20 


$   912   j  $   807 


Total  ijjipaid  labor-  -_-___ 
Operator's  labor-  ---_-_ 
Family  labor  --------. 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
mancLgement-  ---------- 

RATS  EARITSD  0:1  i:iVE3Tl,ffliv'T • 

Return  to  capital  and  operator'; 


$  2  006 

G89 
510 
179 

1  317 

5.54^ 


6  2 


861 


labor  and  management-  -  - 
5^  of  capital  invested  -  - 

LABOR  ALTD  MANilGSlfflwT  T7AGE 


827 

007 


329 

536 

93 

2  232 
11.69^ 

2  768 
955 


$   820    I  $  1  813 


254 

17 
139 
112 
175 

22 


$  1  oeo 

544 
517 
127 

456 

2.04^^ 

953 
992 


$   -59 
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high  or  lo\7  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  Icind  ma.y  be  seen  in  the  1935 
records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hog's,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year 
than  r.iost  other  specialized  groups.   An  efricidnt  farmer  who  has  his  business  v/ell 
organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  hind  to  make  drastic  changes 
in  his  own  pr0;p'ara  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or  low  returns 
for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.  Some  farms  that  are  well 
planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they  have  oper- 
ated on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of 
livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Shelby  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $1796  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
were  the  most  profitable  and  th?t  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in  1935, 
The  average  net  etirnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $2232  and  $435  respectively  (Table 
2).   Of  this  difference  $484  was  in  inventory  and  $1297  v/as  in  cash.  The  rest  of 
the  difference,  ajnounting  to  $15,  was  in  larnilj'-  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  e:<penses 
by  $2085  for  one  group  and  by  $789  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  bala.nce,  as 
represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amoiunt  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed 
capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Wlaere  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money 
was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  BXid   other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standai'd  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  a  difference  of  29  acres  between  that  third  of  the 
farms  which  v/ere  most  profitable  and  that  third  v/hich  were  least  profitable,  the 
farms  averaging  194  and  174  acres  respectively.   The  land  was  more  tillable,  "o'j 
4.2  percent  but  v/orth  less  per  acre,  by  $9  on  the  most  profitable  group  of  farms. 
The  investment  in  improvements  an  acre  v/as  ma.terially  less  on  the  farms  that  paid 
the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least,  there  being  a  smaller  total  invest- 
ment in  improvements  for  a  larger  number  of  acres. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  not  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Shelby 
co^inty  farms  in  1935,  the  fig^ores  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $3558  and 
$1942  and  for  e:^enses  and  net  decreases  being  $807  and  $852  respectively  (Table  2). 
On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $19,08  and  $11.17  and  the  expenses  $7.55  and  $3.65 
respectively  {l!cJole   3). 

One  important  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  between  these  group 
the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $775  a  farm  on  the  high-  income  farms 
during  the  ycax",  and  onl^r  $291  on  the  lov;- income  ^roup. 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  do'/vnw;j.rd  a.fter  the  first  of  the  yee.r  and 
the  greatest  loss  was  t?j:en  by  the  f.-,rms  with  the  larger  grain  inventory.  The  more 
profitable  groi:!p,  having  a  slightly  lajrger  inventory  of  feed  and  grain,  more  than 
offset  this  loss  ''oy   feeding  a  much  Lai'ger  amount  of  feed  and  grain  to  livestock  at 
favorable  prices. 

Tlie  Toercent  of  tillable  land  in  -lay  and  pasture  (legumes  and  non-legumes 
considered)  v/as  significantly  high  on  both  groups  of  fcrms,  indicating  a  tendency  on 
the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  ;-,ystems  to  meet  cnanging 
economic  conditions.   In  the  cultivated  group  of  crops  there  was  a  larger  acreage  of 
soybeans  and  wheat  and  other  cultivated  crops  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best. 
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Tf'.'ble   S. — Factors  Helping   to  Aiialyze   the  Farm  Business   on 
30  Shelby   County  FErrnr.    in   1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


j     10  nost 
Average  of     profitable 


30  farms 


farms 


10  least 
profitable 

farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre 
Total  investment  "oer  acre  -  -  - 


193.5 
91.6 

15.08 
8.27 
6.81 

73. 
11.39 
104. 


A 
>? 


193.8 
92.5 

19.08 

7.56 

11.52 

58. 

9.55 
99. 


173.9 
88.4 

11.17 
8,66 
2.51 

77. 
13.04 
107. 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn-  ------------- 

Oats-  ----  __-  

Wheat  ---  __--__-_ 

Soybeans  for  grain  ------ 

Other  cultivated  crops   -  -  -  - 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  - 


27.0 
6.7 
5.9 

24.0 
4.3 

12.5 

19.6 


28.8 
8.2 
8.9 

25.2 
1.6 

13.0 

14.3 


23 .0 
7.7 
3.7 

17.8 
5.0 

14.6 

22.2 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
V/heat ,  bu.  per  acre  -  - 
Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre 


43.2 
24.7 

20.3 
18.9 


48.0 
23.3 
21.3 
19.5 


35.8 
24.4 
19.6 
15.4 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed-  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattle  -_-----_---_-- 

Poultry  --  --_----_-- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  -  _  -  _  - 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$  969. 
188. 

127. 
289. 

5.4 
$  143. 
49. 
5.18 
9.40 


$1100. 
205. 

173. 

296. 

6.4 

$  157. 

54. 

5.26 
11.63 


$  845. 
156. 

99. 
271. 
5,3 
$  135. 
40. 
4.95 
7.50 


Man  labor  co;;t  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 


$ 


25. 
5.35 
1.84 
2.75 


4.3 
$  172. 


$   19. 
4.53 
1.42 
2.21 

4.0 
$  150. 


$ 


35. 
5.90 
2.19 
5.50 


4.4 
$  190. 


Improvement  cost  per  acre 
Taxes  per  acre  ----- 


.71 
.96 


$ 


.71 
.79 


.85 
.99 


Cash  balance  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Increase  in  inventory  -  - 
Rate  e.?rned  on  investment 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  - 


percent 


~p576. 
430. 
5.54 
$2918. 


$2085. 

775. 

-11.69 
$3568.. 


$  789. 
291. 
2.04 
$1942. 
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Chart   for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts   of  Yo'or    Easiness, 

Shelty     County  1935 
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-s   report   for   the   factors   nemed  at   the   top   of   the  page. 

By 

drawing 

a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 

farm 

in  that 
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1930 
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4918 
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12.5 

59 

37 

27 

203 

89 

449 
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1.35 

.76 

18 

1630 

2776 

23.08 

4518 
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11.0 

55 

34 

25 

188 

79 
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15 
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29 
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30 
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11.08 

2118 

153 

2.0 
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16 

13 

98 

19 
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8.35 

4.26 

32 
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153 
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27 

13 

11 
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Oreater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  12.2  bushels  of  corn,  1.7 
bushels  of  wheat,  and  3.1  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big 
advantage  over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent 
in  farm  management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing 
their  net  earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per 
acre. 

Tlie  ojnount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled 
were  the  two  most  inportant  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  be- 
tween the  two  groups  of  fajrms.   The  10  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average  in- 
vestment of  $1020  in  productive  livestock  con^iared  vdth  $860  on  the  least  profit- 
able group.   This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $5.26  and  $4.95  respectively, 
from  which  the  receipts  were  $11.63  and  $7.60  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.   The 
high  income  groujj  fed  more  feed  per  farm  than  did  the  other  group,  and  for  each  $100 
worth  of  feed  fed  received  $205  in  livestock  returns  compared  with  $156  for  the 
other  group.   The  important  kinds  of  livestock  were  cattle  and  hogs.   In  the  high 
income  groiip  the  cattle  were  both  beef  and  dairy  cattle.  Sales  of  dairy  products 
per  cow  averaged  $54  for  this  group,  and  $40  for  the  low-income  group.  The  average 
income  per  litter  of  hogs  was  $157  and  $136  for  the  two  groups. 

Wliile  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  importa.nt  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  situation  in  1955  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.  These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  tmdue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  tontake  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose  in- 
comes are  largely  limited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $4.53  per  acre  for  labor  and  $2.21  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$6.74  for  these  tv/o  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accoirrpanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of  $5,90 
for  labor  and  $3.50  for  pov/er  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $9.40. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  has  $1813  left  for 
their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $39  of 
having  enough  to  pay  all  of  the  interest  on  their  farm  investment  and  had  nothing- 
left  for  their  own  labor  or  management. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Shelby  comity  for  the  last  five  years  is  interestin;;;  because  of  the  changes  in  price 
level.  Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1834,  yet  the  in- 
come from  crops  was  $2106  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  income  was  $18  less 
than  it  was  in  1934,  the  decrease  being  due  to  smaller  numbers  on  hand. 

Opera,tin:i;  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $7.35  to  $9.75, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $5.21  to  $13.58,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1934. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Shelby  County  for  1931-1835 


19311/ 


19321/ I    19332/ 


19343/ 


Items 

Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 

Gross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Uet  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farra  in: 
Total  livestoclc  -------- 

Cattle-  ------------ 

Hogs 

Poultry  ------------ 

iGross  income  per  farm  ------ 

Incom.e  per  farm  from: 

j  Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  _  -  _ 

!  Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  ------------ 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Hogs-  ------___-_-- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Cash  balance  _--_-_-_-- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.-  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.-  -  - 
Average  yield  of  soybeans  in  bu.- 


30 
238 

7.00 

8,75 

-2.75 

70. 
106. 


$2312. 

1157. 

555. 

157. 

$1555. 


$-454. 

59. 

1596. 

58. 

478. 

803. 

219. 

$1131. 

30, 
36. 
18. 


30 
228 


5.21 

7.93 

-2.72 


I 


$  53, 
95, 


$1780. 

1007. 

231. 

128. 

$1187. 


$  10. 

40. 

1137. 

270. 

326. 

378. 

33. 

$  371. 

49. 
35. 
22. 


30 
259 

$  12.34 
7.35 
4.99 

$  110. 
138. 


'  $1659. 

905. 

310, 

65. 

$3320. 


$1836. 

65. 

1418. 

268. 

312. 

716. 

94. 

$1512, 

25. 
17, 
16, 


31 
271 

$   18.68 

7.60 

11.08 

$  88. 
117. 


$1554. 

817. 

218. 

82. 

$5069. 


$3086. 
95. 
1888. 
301. 
479, 
804. 
199. 

$2056. 

30. 
11. 
27. 


1955 


30 
194 

$  15.08 
8.27 
6.81 

$  73. 
104. 


$1850. 

469. 

232. 

81. 

$2918, 


$  980. 
78, 
1850. 
443. 
291. 
764. 
269. 

$1575, 

43. 
25, 
19, 


1/  Records  from  Shelby,  Bond,  and  Montgomery  counties  for  1931  and  1932, 
2/  Records  from  Shelby,  Douglas,  Coles,  and  I.^oultrie  counties  for  1933. 
5/   Records  from  Shelby,  and  Moultrie  counties  for  1934. 


i 
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Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Paxts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  ths  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damar^e,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  avera-fie  in  other  counties  (Pig^ore  1).  The  1935  corubined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  whea.t ,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  Deriod  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  v/heat  and  oats  yields  were  btlow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  v/ere 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hr.nd  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  pries  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b-^ginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinais  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  sajne  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  bj*-  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  nroducts  a.dvanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935, 

The  relationship  betv/een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-oring  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-19-14  level,  but  "nad  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Januai'y,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  Dece.nber  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan^Jary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.53 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7,67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from.  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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Al^JIUAL  FAHM  BUSIl^SS  R3P0RT  ON  FORTY-TWO 
FARMS  IN  CHRISTIAN  COUITTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cimningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

Farm  earnings  in  Christian  co'onty  v/ere  slightly  lovifer  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  but  were  much  ahove  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933.   Records  from  42 
accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $2602,  as  compared  with 
$2748  for  1934,  $1446  for  1933,  and  $162  for  1932,  and  a  loss  of  $1282  for  1931. 

On  a  Cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  avera.^ed  $121  per  farm  lower  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5552  in  1935;  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  v;as  $2909  per  fnxm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $2643. 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  v/as  $2764  a  farm.   Inventory  increases  were  approximately 
the  same  in  1935  and  in  1934,  which  accounts  for  the  small  difference  in  earnings 
between  the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $594  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
$688  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  incom.e  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.   Repeated  studies  have  shown  thnt  the  avera.ge  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  tlian  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  states  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  ^oj   a  nationally  laiown  ban>:  showed  average  earniiigs  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  mariager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society,   In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  v/ith  incomes  of  wage  eaxners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  oroducts. 


*  T.  H.  Brock,  farm  adviser  in  Cliristian  county,  cooperated  in  supervis- 
ing and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventor5'  Changes  on  42 
Accounting  Farms  in  Christian  County,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver, 

Aver . 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  exT^ense  oer  farm 


Horses  -------$ 

Cattle  ------- 

Hogs  -  ----- 

Sheep  ------- 

Poultry  and  e^gs  -  - 
Dairy  sales  _  -  -  - 
Feed  and  t;i"aiiis  -  - 
Machinery  ----- 

Improvements  -  -  -  - 

Labor  ------- 

Miscellaneous  -  -  - 
Livestock  expense  - 
Crop  expense  -  -  -  - 

Taxes  -----   -- 

Total  -  -  -  -  $ 


$ 


$ 


61 
113 
14 
12 
16 

311 

699 

93 

215 

27 

24 

168 

297 


Cash  income  oer  farm 


$ 


92 

126 

77 

9 

24 

448 

1056 

192 

319 

28 

45 

209 

_  282 

$2909  $  2076    $' 


$ 


105  $ 

451 

1338 

37 

214 

591 

2343 

372 

5 

93 

3 


59 
238 
970 

35 

137 

240 

2827 

242 

63 
4 


$  5552  $  4840 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock   __-_-_----_------$ 

Feed  and  grains  --------------- 

Machinery  ------------------ 

Improvements  ---------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -----_-_--$ 


401  $  256 

-8  433 

288  43 

13  -44 


$  594  $  688 


Summary 

Total  cash  income   --_-------_--^ 

Total  cash  expense  --------__--_ 

Cash  balance  _--------___-__-^ 

Total  inventory  change  ----------- 

Receipts  less  expenses  --___-----_$ 


$  5552  $  4840 

2909   2075 

'$  2543  $  2754 

688 


694 

"$  3337  $  3452 


^k 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1334  for  .nost  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  '.vhole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  7/as  a  wide  v.riation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (S^e  Fig.  1). 

price  changes  which  took  place  rluring  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  po-onds  of  ^-O^s  r;hile  b/  December,  1935,  15,2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  poiinds  of  hogs.   'Ihe  price  of  corn  and  oats  wp.s  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  IrJ^je  grain  inventories. 

Cash  F'  rm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  hi^iier  om  Christian  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  A,;ricult\iral  Adjustment  Administration  receipts, 
averaged  $1338  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $970  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of 
cattle,  poultry  and  eg,'r;s,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1955  than  in  1934; 
grain  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $484.   Total  cash  sales  were  $712  a 
farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  avera^^^^ed  $835  a  farm  hi;::her  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  exroenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $699  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $1056  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  h-.s  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  '"hich  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds, 
improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  oiirchases  and  labor.   Taxes  v;ere  slightly 
lov/er  in  1935  than  m  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upw3.rd  in  1935,  resulting  m  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  diuring  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  less  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.  The  inven- 
tory increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  pnrticul--\rly  higher  in  1934.  Big  expendit'ores 
for  machinery  in  1955  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $288  per  farm,  as 
compared  witn  an  increase  of  $43  per  fi.rm  in  1934.   Last  year,  there  was  enough 
money  spent  on  improvements  to  cause  an  increase  of  $13  per  farm  in  value,  as  con- 
trasted with  a  smaller  amount  of  money  spent  the  previous  year  and  a  decrease  in 
value  amounting  to  $44  per  farm. 

Variations  in  Farm  E-.rnings 

Tnether  average  farm  earnings  ajre  hijh  or  low,  there  is  alwa,ys  a  \«?ide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  ceruain  econoric  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  varie,tion  is  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  c?,n  control.   However,  the  ssc'ne   degree  of 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
42  Christian  Comity  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL  INVEST! ENTS 

Land  ---------------- 

Farm  improvements  --------- 

Livestock  total  ---------- 

Horses  -------------- 

Cattle  -------------- 

Hogs _-- -_ 

Sheep  -------------- 

Po'iltry  ------------- 

Machinery  and  equipment   ------ 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  ------ 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AZffl  ITST  IIvCREASES 

Livestock  tota.1  ---------- 

Horses  -------------- 

C-ittle 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments)   -  - 
Sheep  -------------- 

Poultry  ------------- 

Egg  sales  ------------ 

Dairy  sales  ----------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ------------- 

Lahor  off  farm  ----------- 

Miscellaneous  I'eceipts  ------- 

Total  receipts  &   net  increases  -  - 

EXPENSES  AND  IJET  "DECREASES 

Farm  improvements  ---__-_-_ 
Horses  --------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases 

Machinery  and  equipment  ------ 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  ------ 

Livestock  expense  --------- 

Crop  expense   -_--__-___- 
Hired  labor  ------------ 

Taxes  --------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  ------- 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases  -  - 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPSl^SSS   

Total  unpaid  labor  -_---__-- 
Operator's  labor  -__---_-_ 
Family  labor  ---_-_--_-- 
Net  income  from  investment  and 

management  ------------- 

RATE  EARITED  ON  INVESTMENT 

Return  to   capital  --ind  operator's   labor 

and  management     ----------- 

5-/b  of  capital  invested  -------- 

LABOR  AND  llM-iAGEl/rai^iT  WA'^E 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
42  farms 


14  most 

profitable 

farms 


14  least 

profitable 

far:.-.3 


$  24  347 
3  185 

1  453 

404 

592 

337 

4C^ 

80 

1  563 

1  971 

$  32  519 


$  24  388 

3  229 

1  830 

431 

777 

451 

78 

93 

1  744 

2  078 


$  33  269 


$  2  807 

33 

464 

1  437 

37 
111 
109 
591 

1  887 
93 

3 

$   4  790 


$   4  554 

59 

767 

2  078 

86 

124 

137 

1  303 

1  893 

107 

8 

$   6  562 


$  18  191 
2  968 
1  189 


$  24  822 


174 


396 

45 
209 
319 
282 

28 


171 


415 

86 

155 

424 

328 

26 


$   1  453 


$   1  506 


$   5  337 

735 
497 
233 


2  502 
8.00^ 

3  099 
1  625 

$   1  475 


$  4  955 

880 
540 

340 


4  076 
12.25-:^o 

4 

1 

616 
563 

$  2  955   I  $ 
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efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  m  tlie  same  r.lative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  faira  as  compared  with  otlicr  f arras .   A  fa--ir.  may  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
be  abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  exairple  of  this  kind  may  be 
seen  in  the  1955  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  ho.^s,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  otner  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organised  shovild  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this 
kind  to  ma'-ce  drastic  changes  in  his  ovm  program  before  ne  has  studied  all  the 
factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  p'lrticular  t^pe  of  production  in  a 
particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  a.id  efficiently  operated  do 
not  show  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  th-^t  basis  for  a  short  time 
only.   High  crop  yields  and  efiicient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several 
years  of  labor. 

On  the  Christian  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  diff- 
erence of  $3152  per  farm  between  the  average  net  esirnings  of  that  third  of  the 
farms  which  v/ere  the  most  profitable  and  th-,t  third  which  were  the  least  profitable 
in  1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $4076  and  $914  respec- 
tively (Table  2).   Of  this  difference,  $1380  was  in  i;:ventory,  $1983  was  in  cash, 
and  $201  was  in  unpaid  operator's  and  fainily  labor,  there  being  more  unpaid  labor 
on  the  more  profitable  farms.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $3491  for  one  group 
and  by  $1508  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these 
figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to 
pay  living  expenses.   IThere  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available 
to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recrration,  and 
other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  F'-rms  with  -.igh  and  Low  Earnings 

The  more  profitable  one-tnird  of  th.e  farms  in  the  study  averaged  12 
acres  larger  than  the  least  profitable,  the  average  member  of  acres  on  the  two 
groups  of  farms  being  251  and  190  respectively.   The  apparent  advantage  of  a  large 
number  of  acres  is  due  to  there  being  so  many  grain  fatrms  with  soybean  and  wheat 
specialties,  and  these  farms  must  depend  on  a  large  nurnber  of  acres  to  get  suffi- 
cient voliame  of  business.   The  percent  of  land  area  tillable  was  approximately  the 
same  on  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Land  v. lues  per  acre  averaged  $3  less  oii  the 
farms  that  paid  the  best,  as  did  also  improvements  by  $3.28.   The  total  value  of 
imorovements,  however,  was  larger  on  the  most  profitable  than  on  the  least  profit- 
able farms  but  it  v/as  divided  over  more  acres,  accounting  for  a  lower  valuation 
per  acre. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  fo^ond 
between  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  foiiiid  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Ciiristian 
county  fai-ras  in  1935,  the  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $6562  and  $2738  and  tne 
expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1605  and  $1145  respectively  (Ta.ble  2).   On  an 
acre  basis,  the  recei-ots  were  $25.06  and  $14.40,  and  the  expenses  $9.50  and  $9.59 
respectively  (Table  3), 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  various  crops  on  cooperating  farms 
shows  more  soybeans  than  any  other  crop,  and  5.5  percent  more  soybeans  on  the 
most  profitable  than  on  the  least  profitable  farms.   There  was  also  more  leg-ume 
hay  and  pastiire  by  3.3  percent  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most,  indicating  a 
tendency  on  the  part  of  the  more  successful  farmers  to  adjust  their  cropping 
systems  to  meet  chctnging  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Basiness 
on  42  Ciiristian  County  7  rms  in  1835 


Items 

Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable   _  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre   ______ 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ___--_ 
Net  receipts  per  acre  --------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ___-_-- 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  _  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in; 

Corn  ----------  _____ 

Oats  -------------  _- 

Wheat ____ __ 

Soybeans  for  grain  ___-_-_- 
Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  ___---. 
Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  _  -  _  _  , 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre  __---_--. 
Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  -------_, 

Soybeans ,  bu,  per  acre  --_---. 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  -  ■ 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattle  --------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  -------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ------ 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A.  - 
Receipts  from  productive  L.S.  per  A.  - 

Wan  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income  - 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  co-,t  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  work  horses  ---____- 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  ..  - 

Improvement  cost  per  acre   ------ 

Taxes  per  acre  ------------ 

Cash  balance  -_--_--__---- 

Increase  in  inventory  -----___ 
Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  ---____ 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
42  fanns 


14  most 
profitable 

fa^rms 


14  least 
profitable 

farms 


239.3 
92.5 

20.02 
9.15 

10.87 

102. 

13.31 
136. 


251.9 
91.5 

25.06 

9.50 

15.56 

93. 

12.33 
127. 


25.0 

8.1 

13.8 

31.6 

1.6 

8.5 

11.4 


24.7 
6.7 
10.6 
34.6 
1.3 
11.0 
10.6 


50.3 
37.3 
18. S 
23.7 


54.2 
36.9 

19.0 
25.0 


$  l'i06. 
197. 

160. 

232. 

6.3 

$   151. 

62. 

5.17 
11.57 


2097. 
214. 

225. 
237. 

6.6 
158. 
88. 

6.53 
17.16 


$  738. 
178. 


$   21. 

5.21 
2.05 
2.78 

4.8 

$   180. 


19. 
6.04 
2.00 
2.55 

5.3 

171. 


$ 


.73 
1.18 


$ 


.65 
1.25 


$ 


$  2643. 
694. 
8.00 
$  4790. 


$  5491. 
1465. 
12.25 
$   6562. 


$  1508. 
85. 
3.68 1 

$  2738. 
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Cliart  for  Studyin.s;  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Christian  County  1935 

The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  iniddle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the  42 
farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  s.t  the  top  of  the  page.  By  draw- 
ing a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm  in 
that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency'  with  th;-t  of  other  farmers  in  yo'or 
locality. 


Rate  earned 
on  investment 

1 

Crop  yields 

Hogs:   Incorae 

per  litter  farrc^ved 

Dairy  sales 
per  dairy  cow 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100  of 
feed  fed" 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Kan  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  incorae 

Incri!pse  in 
inventory 

0 

c 

a 

rH 

cti 
CO 

a 
0 

Cross 
receipts 

Acres  in  farm 

1 

Corn,  bushels 

i-H 

CD 

U\ 

'A 

a 

q 

a; 

o 
m 

0 

cv; 

t3  >^ 
C  !-< 

a   0) 
a 

Oj  /."J 

p  rC 

Ph  e 

Per  acre 

E 

■tH 

Jh 
0) 
Ph 

15.5 

70 

29 

34 

201 

112 

332 

272 

.21 

.28 

11 

2194 

4143 

60 

7800 

440 

14.0 

66 

27 

32 

191 

102 

312 

257 

1.21 

.73 

13 

1894 

3343 

28 

7200 

400 

12.5 

62 

25 

30 

181 

92 

292 

242 

2.21 

1.23 

■■ 
15 

1594 

3543 

26 

6600 

36O 

11.0 

53 

25 

28 

171 

32 

272 

227 

3.21 

1.78 

17 

1294 

3245 

24 

6000 

320 

9.5 

54 

21 

25 

161 

72 

252 

212 

4.21 

2 .  23 

19 

994 

2945 

22 

5400 

280 

3.0 

50.3 

18.3 

23.7 

151 

62 

232 

197 

5.21 

2.78 

21 

694 

2645 

20.02 

4790 

239 

6.5 

i 
|46 

17 

22 

141 

52 

212 

132 

5.21 

3.28 

23 

394 

234  3 

18 

4200 

200 

5.0 

1 

42 

15 

20 

131 

42 

192 

167 

7.21 

5.78 

25 

94 

2043 

16 

3500 

150 

5.5 

38 

15 

18 

121 

52 

172 

152 

3.21 

4.28 

27 

-206 

1743 

14 

3000 

120 

2.0 

1 
34 

11 

16 

111 

22 

152 

137 

9.21 

'^.78 

29 

-506 

1443   12 

2400 

80 

0.5 

30 

9 

14 

101 

1  12 

132 

122  I1O.21 

5.28 

31 

-oOS 

j 

1143 1  10 
1 1 

1300 

4j 

27^ 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  10. 7  bushels  of  corn,  and  3,9 
bushels  of  soyberns  gave  the  14  most  profita,ble  farns  a  big  advantage  over  the  14 
least  profitable  farms. 


1 


The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  14  farms 
that  paid  the  best  were  $1.82  par  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$1359  per  farm  more  than  on  the  14  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3).  Returns  per 
$100  invested  in  cattle  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter  of  pigs  farrowed  and  the 
dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on  the  more  profitable  farms, 
For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that  paid  the 
best,  there  was  a  return  of  $214  as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $178  for  the  same 
amoimt  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $6.04  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2.55  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$8.59  for  these  two  important  items  of  erqjense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accomoanied  by  a  similar  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$5.47  for  labor  and  $3.06  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $8.53. 

After  all  eiqjenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  farms  gave 
an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  man-^  ement  of  $2953,  while  tne  least 
profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $151. 


I 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  ?iv3-Year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditiires  on  the  accountint";  farms 
in  Christian  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  "because  of  the  changes  in 
price  level.   Yields  of  corn,  wheat  and  soybeans  i;/ere  much  "better  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
yet  the  income  oer  farm  from  crops  was  $1032  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   The  lower  in- 
come froin  crops,  nowever,  was  offset  by  a  larger  income  from  livestock,  amounting  to 
$1113.   Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  have  ranged  from  $7.64  to  $9.90, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  has  ranged  from  $4.97  to  $20.02,  the  latter  figure  being 
for  1935. 

Table  4. — Compc?.rison  of  Earnings  a.nd  Investments  on  Accounting 
?arms  in  Christian  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 

Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 

G-ross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Net  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in; 

Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  -___-------- 

Hogs  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Gross  income  per  farm  ------ 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income   -  -  -  -  - 

Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle   ------------ 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Hogs __- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Cash  balance  ---------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  soybeans  in  bu. 


1931 


1932 


1933 


1934 


1935 


29 

250 


4.97 
9.90 
4.95 


$   127 
163 


$  1932 

781 

565 

85 

$  1291 


$   -97 

94 

1197 

89 

243 

761 

98 

$   947 

■  28 
30 
18 


30 
272 


8.53 

8.03 

.60 


30  I 

250  I 

$   13.43  1$ 

7.54  I 

5.79  ; 


$   99 
130 


$  1501 

627 

358 

85 

$  2346 


$   934 

85 

1327 

205 

311 

715 

83 

$  1140 

59 
27 


$  101 
132 


$1389 

555 

355 

79 

$3355 


$1852 

56 

1447 

228 

205 

898 

98 

$1445 

30 
23 
21 


36 
237 


19.98 

8.39 

11.59 


42 
239 

20.02 

9.15 

10.87 


$   105 
139 


$  1106 
394 
291 

63 

$  4735 


$  2949 

92 

1694 

237 

240 

1013 

132 

$  2764 

22 
11 
15 


$   102 
135 


$  1453 

5S2 

337 

80 

$  4790 


$  1887 

95 

2807 

484 

591 

1437 

220 

$  2643 

50 
19 
24 
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Variation  in  Croo  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  yeeirs  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  coianties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1),  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  192<-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  v/ere  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bolow  average. 

yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  accoiunt  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1954  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  fai'mers  for  cocjmodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-192S  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -nroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  betv7een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'xring  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  ^rain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  sin  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v/orth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Jamaary,  1935,  but  only  43  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  Tl  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Cats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  25  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  sane  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  v/orth  $7.25  a  hvjidred  in 
•Jan'oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $5,35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Sutterfat  advanced  from  29 
Ci.its  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1,75  a  h-ondred,  e^^gs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  v/ith  December  of  the  same  year. 
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Anniial  Farm  Bisiness  Report  on  Thirty-five 
Farms  in  Macoupin  Coimty,  Illinois,  1935 

P.  E,  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  S,  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Maco'ipin  county  continued  upvTard 
in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  -oast 
five  years.  Records  from  35  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm 
of  $1666  as  compared  with  $658  for  1934,  $386  for  1933,  a  loss  of  $410  for  1932 
and  a  loss  of  $843  for  1931. 

On  a  cash  "basis,  however,  incomes  averaged  $19  per  farm  less  in  1935 
than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  v/as  $4335  in  1935,  the  average  cash 
"biosiness  exoenditure  was  $3011  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1324.   In 
1934  the  cash  "balance  was  $1343  a  farm.   The  apparent  discrepancy  "betvreen  the 
accounting  "basis  and  the  cash  "basis  is  due  to  changes  in  inventory  and  in  unpaid 
operator  and  family  la'bor. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1054  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
$85  per  farm  in  1934.   Unpaid  operator  and  family  la"bor  was  approximately  the 
same  for  the  two  years j  being  charged  for  on  the  accounting  basis  at  hired  man 
rates. 

Farm  income  da.ta  from  f-.rm  acco\mts  do  not,  however,  represent  a.verage 
farm  conditions.   Repeated  studies  ha.ve  shovm  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.   Factory  pajrrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  vdth  an  index  of  64 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  riationally  roiown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.5 
percent  on  their  invested  caoital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  tlie  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor, 
his  capital  or  his  managerial  ability.  It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accoiuats  of 
corporations  a  c'harge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management, 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 


*W,  F.  Coolidge,  former  farm  adviser  and  T.  H.  3roc"k:,  farm  adviser  in 
Macoupin  County,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on.  which  this 
report  is  based. 
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Table   1, — Cash  Income,    Cash  Expense,    and  Inventory  Changes   on  35 
Accoxinting  Faxms   in  Kacoupin  Comity,    1S35  and  1934 


Your 

Yd -or 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver . 

farm 

Aver . 

Aver. 

I  terns 

1935 

1955 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses ___$              $       S8$  43 

Cattle _  _  _  _  485  162 

Hogs 59  13 

Sheep  -------  14  13 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  -  23  20 

Dairy  sales  _  -  -  - 

Feed  and  grains     -  -  725  447 

Machinery     - 816  421 

IraprovBiTients   -  -   -   -  145  111 

Labor 279  170 

Hiscellaneous     -  -   -  32  28 

Livestock  expense-  -  40  29 

Crop  expense  -  -  -   -  154  134 

Taxes 151  187 


Cash 

income  oe 

r 

farm 

$ 

$   54 

$ 

50 

815 

498 

913 

690 

105 

56 

339 

224 

657 

537 

1044 

893 

278 

95 

4 

4 

113 

72 

13 

2 

Total $  $   3  Oil   $  1  778  $  $4  335  $3   121 


Inventory  Changes 

Livestock -$  $     671  $  60 

Feed  and  grains      _---_-___--____-                        199  45 

Machinery 227  12 

Imrirovements  ------------------                        _33  -31 


Total  inventory  change  --_------_-_$  $1  054  $       86 


Sumoary 

Total  cash  income  -------_-----_-$      $4  335  $3  121 

Total  cash  expense  ---------------  3  Oil  1  778 

Cash  balance   __----__--__-_---$      $1  324  $1  345 

Total  inventory  change  -------------  1  064  86 

Receipts  less  expenses  -------------$      $2  368  $1  429 


«i 


-  3  - 

report.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnishec'  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  rjrices 
for  farm  products. 

Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state.   (See  Fig.  !•! 

Price  changes  which  took  place  dijring  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  eqioal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
these  farms  vath  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Macoupin  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934  by 
$1214  a  farm  (Table  1.)  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Adminis- 
tration receipts,  averaged  $913  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $690  a  farm  in 
1934.   Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  dairy  products  and  feed  and  grains 
(inoludinf-::  A.A.A.  receipts)  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $1233  a  farm  higher  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
The  largest  increase  in  expendit'xres  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense  for 
this  item  was  $421  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $816  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds,  ||jj 

improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  purchases ,  and  labor.   Taxes,  however,  were       ^^ 
slightly  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934.  '   '),3 

Livestock  inventories  were  hi^.her  a'c    the  end  of  1935  than  at  the  be- 
ginning, as  were  also  inventories  of  machinery,    feed,  grain  and  supplies.   The 
inventory  of  improvements  on  the  other  hand  was  slightly  lower  at  the  end  of  the 
year  than  at  the  beginning.   The  net  increase  in  inventory  for  the  year  v/as 
$1064  a  farm,  as  contrasted  with  an  increase  of  $B6  for  1934. 

Variation  in  Farm  Earnings 

vrnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  folloT/ed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  tne  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
be  abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  land  may  be 
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Table   2.  —  Investments,   Receints,   Expenses   and  Earnines   or. 
35  Maco'ipin  Co'onty  FariLs   in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   invest;  SI-ITS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements   ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs ---___ 

Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  j-rain  :md  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 

RZCEIp"ts~^  ITET  IIvCREASES 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------  __--- 

Cattle  ----------  

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  --_--------_ 

Poultry  -_-_--__--- 
Egg  sales  ___--_---_ 
Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA. 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  ik   net  increases 

EXPENSES  AIID  NET  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements   ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases 

Machinery  and  equipment   -  -  -  _ 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Plired  labor  -__-_----- 

Taxes   __--_-------_ 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES   

Total  unpaid  labor  -------- 

Operator's  labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
mauiagement  ----------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  INVESTl.TENT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5^  of  catiital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  AND  1!ANAGS1!ENT  WAGE 


Your 
fsjrm 


Average  of 

35  far-ns 


12  most 
profitable 

farms 


12  least 


profitable 
farms 


$  12  586 
3  425 

1  685 
3S0 
850 
214 
108 
103 
1  303 
1  166 

$  20  245 


$  S  90b 

18 

776 

1  004 

119 
152 
17? 
657 

518 

113 

13 


549 


-i 


174 


311 

40 
164 
379 
161 

32 


1  161 


$  11  142 
3  474 
1  399 

412 
1  054 

218 
80 

125 
1  395 
1  147 

$   19  057 


$   3  7^ 


315 

230 
109 
302 
167 
655 

579 
138 


$   4  477 


$  2  388 

722 

519 
203 

1  666 
8.23!^ 

2  185 

1  012 
$   1  173 


175 
3 


201 

37 

167 

301 

163 

32 


1  079 


$  14  070 

3  955 

1  462 

575 

763 

149 

61 

113 

1  151 

1  23r 

$  21  871 


3  398 

711 
592 
119 

2  687 

14.10  i 


3  279 

953 
2  526 


21 
39S 
546 
73 
78 
234 
548 

627 

127 

2 


654 


214 


394 

21 
141 
193 
163 

24 


S   1  150 


t    1  50-: 

799 
519 
280 

705 
o,23p 

I   224 

1  094 

130 


281 
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seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An   efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  orjC^anized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this 
kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the 
factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  tjrpe  of  production  in  a 
particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not 
show  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only. 
High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years 
of  labor. 

On  the  Macoupin  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  differ- 
ence of  $1982  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  the  one-third  most 
profitable  and  the  one-third  least  profitable  farms  in  1935,  the  average  net  earn- 
ings for  the  tv/o  groups  being  $2587  and  $705  respectively.  (Table  2.)  Of  this 
difference  $807  was  in  inventory,  $1087  was  in  cash,  and  $88  was  in  unpaid  oper- 
ator's and  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1835  for  one  group 
and  by  $743  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these 
figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  Ic-ft  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to 
pay  living  expenses.  Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available 
to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation, 
and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  v/ith  High  and  Lo\7  Earnings 

The  more  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  the  study  averaged  226 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  225  acres,  a  difference  of  1  acre 
a  farm.   On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was 
3.3  percent  less,  the  value  of  land  per  acre  was  $13  less,  and  the  value  of  im- 
provements per  acre  $2.21  less  than  on  the  low-income  farms  (Table  3). 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found 
between  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  betv;een  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  founid  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Macoupin  co^onty  farms  in  1935,  the  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $4477  and 
$2654  and  the  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1079  and  $1150  respectively  (Table 
2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $19.76  and  $11.77,  and  the  expenses  $7.90 
and  $8.64  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  jear,  but 
the  high  group  took  less  loss  on  this  account  because  of  having  a  smaller  inventory 
of  feed,  grain  and  supplies  on  January  1,  1955  by  $86  (Table  2). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  (legumes  and  non-legumes 
considered)  was  significantly  high  on  both  groups  of  farms,  indicating  a  tendency 
on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adj-ust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions.   In  the  cultivated  group  of  crops  there  was  more 
corn,  wheat  and  soybeans  for  grain  and  less  oats  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best. 
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Table  ?. — Factors  Helpin~  to  Analj'ze   the  F  I'm  Business  on 
35  Macoupin  County  Farms   in  1935 


Items 

Y.vr 
fexm 

Average  of 

35  farms 

12  most 
profitable 

farms 

12  least 
profitable 

farms 

222.5 
80.7 

$   15.94 
8.45 
7.48 

$   57. 
15.39 
91. 

226.5 
80.1 

$    19.76 

7.90 

11.85 

$    49. 

15.34 
84. 

225.4 

Percent  of  land  ai'ea  tillable  -  -  -  - 

33.4 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  exoenses  per  acre  ------- 

$ 

$   11.77 
8.54 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

3.13 

Value  of  land  per  acre  _______ 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

$   62. 
17.55 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

97. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

17.1 
10.8 
17.9 
5.5 
9.6 
19.5 
19.5 

18.5 
10.0 
20.5 
5.4 
9.4 
16.0 
20.1 

15.4 

12.2 

V.Tieat ___- _ 

17.7 

Soybeans  for  i^Tain  -------- 

4.5 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

10.9 

Leg^jme  hay  and  pasture  ______ 

20.9 

llon-lesume  hay  ^jid  pastui-e  -  -  -  - 

18.4 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre   -------- 

32.9 
27.6 
19.7 

19.1 

53.7 
27.1 
24.2 

18.1 

24.7 

Oats,  bu,  per  acre  __-_---- 

25.3 

"tTheat,  bu,  per  acre  -------- 

15.0 

Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre   ------ 

19.3 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S, 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 

$  1545. 
1S7. 

134. 

301. 

6.2 

$   143. 

72. 

7.15 
12.97 

$   1850. 
203. 

145. 

350. 

6.2 

$   148. 

81. 

8.43 
16.59 

$  1155. 
132. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

lOfi 

259 

pigs  reaned  per  litter  ------- 

5.9 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  _  _  -  -  _ 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow   _  -  _  -  - 

$ 

$   127. 
55. 

Investm.ent  in  productive  L.S.  per  A.- 

5.56 

Receipts  from  prod-active  L.S.  per  A< 

8.33 

V.&n   labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre   -  -  -  - 

$ 

$   26. 

6.56 
2.13 
3.57 

4.8 
$   217. 

$    21. 

5.27 

1.57 
3.03 

4.9 
$   241. 

$   o5. 

5.59 

2.58 

Pov/er  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

3.87 

I'lumber  of  wor^c  horses  -------- 

4.3 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

$ 

$   196. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$     .73 
.72 

3      .77 
.72 

$     .95 
72 

Cash  balance  _-__------_- 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

$ 

$  1324. 
1054. 

8.2:s;, 

$  3549. 

$   1835. 
1563. 
14.10^ 
$  4477. 

$   748. 
756. 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  oercent  - 

^ 

3.225S 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 

$ 

$  2554. 

2S3 


-  7  - 

Chart  for  Studying  the  Zfficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Yo'xr  Business, 

Macoupin  Coimty  1955 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
35  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  col^jmn  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 
farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  v/ith  that  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 


T^ 


-  8  - 

Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amo'inting  to  9  busliels  of  corn,  and  3.2 
bashels  of  wheat  gave  the  12  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  12 
lee.st  profitable  farms. 

The  amoimt  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  vmich  it  was  handled  v/ere 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accoionting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  grojps  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  12 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $2.92  per  acre  greater  and  the  a_moujit  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $954  per  farm  more  than  on  the  12  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry,  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter 
of  "oigs  farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  da,iry  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on 
the  more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock 
on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  tliere  was  a  return  of  $205  as  contrasted  with  a 
ret'orn  of  S162  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.27  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.03  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $9.30  for  these  two  in:tportant  item.s  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by 
an  expense  of  $5.39  for  labor  and  $3.87  for  power  axid  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$10.26.   Improvement  costs  per  acre  were  also  slightly  lower  on  the  more  profitable 
farms  biit  taxes  were  exactly  the  same  on  both  groups  of  farms. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family 
labor  and  5  percent  interest  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable 
group  of  farms  gave  an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management,  of 
$2326,  while  the  least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  ret'orn  of  only  $130. 


4 


4 
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Varir.tion  in  Earnin:;s  Over  Five-Year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income,  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting 
farms  in  Macoupin  counter  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  iDecause  of  the  changes 
in  price  level.  Low  crop  yields,  especially  of  corn  and  oats  in  1934  resulted  in  a 
smaller  quantity  of  farm  products  teing  sold  in  1935,  yet  the  cash  balance  showed  a 
shrinkage  of  only  $19.   Corn  and  oat  yields  were  much  hi^^her.  in  1935  than  in  1934,  but, 
due  to  lower  prices,  the  income  from  crops  showed  very  little  change  from  the  previous 
year.   Livestock,  on  the  other  hand,  advanced  in  price  in  1935  and  showed  the  highest 
average  income  for  any  year  of  the  past  five  years. 

Table  4, — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Uacounin  County  for  1931-1935 


IJ-umber  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Het  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  va.lue  of  la,nd  per  acre  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle  -----  -  - 

Hogs 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  I'rom: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle   ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs  - - 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


1931 


33 
221 

7;31 
11.12 
-3.61 

75 
119 


$  2640 


1488 
516 
139 

1617 


$   1022 

33 
26 

46 


53^' 


42 

208 

6.25 

7.99 

-1.97 

51 
95 


1788 
850 
326 

115 


$  1252 


-424 

$   -25 

20 

52 

1556 

1200 

260 

127 

417 

405 

501 

512 

213 

128 

$   693 

50 
15 


19332/ 


30 
209 

9.25 
7.39 
1.86 

55 
89 


$  1799 

1034 

240 

108 

$  1930 


$  295 
59 
1575 
440 
331 
593 
115 

$  1083 

22 
15 
18 


_!/  Records  from  Jersey  and  Macoupin  Counties  for  1932, 

2/  Records  from  Montgomery  and  Macoupin  Coionties  for  1933. 


1934 


45 
228 

10.58 
7.79 
2.89 

55 
85 


$   1530 

777 

219 

87 

$  2429 


$  491 
74 
1364 
371 
537 
550 
204 

$   1343 

3 
22 


1935 


35 
223 

15.94 
8.46 
7.48 

57 
91 


1555 
850 
214 
103 

5549 


518 
125 

2905 
776 
657 

1004 
331 

1324 

33 
20 
28 


286 
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Variation  in  Croc  Yields  in  Different  Paxts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amoimt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age ,  frost  dpjnage ,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  above  the  average  in  some  coi^nties  and 
below  average;  in  othei-  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  conibined  yitld  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans ,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the-  period  1924-1933,   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average;,  while  v,'heat  and  oats  yields  weru  "bdow  average. 

Yields  were  much  ahove  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  stats 
and  belov,-  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  statti.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  follo-.vod  "by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  loss'Js  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hr.nd  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  bugiiining  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  frjm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  fpjmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80   to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  Droducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  betv;een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d^oring  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  hut  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  93  in  JanijLary  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  hushel  in  Jan'oary,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from.  53  cents  a  "bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hiondred  in 
Jan'oary  1935  but  wer-  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3oef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.55 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


ANNUAL  FARM  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  THIRTY-TWO 
FARI.IS  IN  JERSEY  COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  S.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Jersey  county  continued  upward  in  1935  and 
net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  32  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $1861  as  com- 
pared with  $570  for  1934,  $805  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $410  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $306  per  farm  higher 
in  1935  than  in  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4165  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2352  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1314.   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1508  per  farm.  Inventory  increases  were  larger  in  1935 
than  in  1934,  which  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the  accounting 
basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $858  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
an  inventor/  decrease  of  $53  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  thi,t  the  average  earnings  of  all  farms 
in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  fai'ms  included  in  this  accounting  service.  The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  v;ho  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1954,  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationallj''  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  f jjd,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  B'oreau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $353  per 
family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices  for 
farm  products. 


*C.  T.  Kibler,  farm  adviser  in  Jersey  county,  cooperated  in  supervising 
and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  re-oort  is  based. 
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Tatle  1, — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on  32 
Accoijnting  Farms  in  Jersey  County,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Horses  -------  $ 

Cattle  ------- 

Hogs --_- 

Sheep  ------- 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  - 
Dairy  sales   -  -  -  - 

Feed  and  grains   -  - 
Machinery  _  -  _  -  - 
Improvements  -  -  -  - 

Labor  ___---- 

Miscellaneous   -  -  - 
Livestock  expense  - 
Crop  expense  -  -  -  - 

Taxes  ------- 

Total _  _  _  -  $ 


Cash  expense  per  farm    C^-sh  income  per  farm 


$   55  ^ 

;   24 

317 

109 

52 

14 

17 

10 

17 

11 

507 

335 

594 

384 

180 

127 

206 

108 

24 

31 

23 

21 

156 

129 

194 

187 

$ 


$   96 

$  26 

625 

333 

1233 

928 

56 

40 

197 

150 

511 

514 

1206 

776 

135 

137 

55 

83 

2 

6 

$2352  $  1490 


$4156  $2998 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -----------_------$ 

Feed  and  grains  --------------- 

Machinery  --_-----_-_-_---__ 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  _------_---$ 


$  735  $  -62 

10  138 

92  -32 

21  -97 


$  858  $  -53 


Summary 

Total  cas.i   income  ----_---------$ 

Total  cash  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  -----__-_--_---__$ 

Total  inventory  change  --------_-__ 

Receipts  less  expenses  ----------_-$ 


$4166 
2352 


$1814 
858 


$2998 
1490 


$1608 
-53 


$2572  $1455 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  comhined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat,  soy- 
beans, and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period, 1924-1933.   There 
was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pomids  of  hogs  v/hile  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in  the 
1935  beginning  inventory  tlian  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those  farms 
with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  v;ere  higher  on  Jersey  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934  (Table  1). 
Hog  Sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts,  averaged  $1233 
a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $928  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and 
eggs,  and  feed  and  grains  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934.   Total  cash  sales 
were  $1158  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $862  a  farm  higher  in  1935  thaji  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $384  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $594  in  1935,  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.  Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  feeds,  im- 
provements, crop  expense,  livestock  purchases  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  only  $10  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.  Big 
expenditiires  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $92 
per  farm,  as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $32  per  farm  in  1934. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  fai"ra  earnings  are  high  or  low,  ther^  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individ^oal  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   Hov/ever,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  saxae  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  liappen  to  be  abnormally 
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Table  2 — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  3arnings  on 
32  Jersey  Co'jmty  F- rm-3  in  1936 


Items 

CAPITAL  ItrySSTi3:NTS 

Land  --------------- 

Farm  improvements  -------- 

Livestock  total  --------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs 

Sheep  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Machinery  and  e equipment   -  _  -  -  - 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS  Ays  M3T  INCR3ASES 

Livestock  total  --------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------- 

poultry  ------------ 

Egg  sales  -------- 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
pa^iinents)  ------------ 

Labor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ------ 

Total  receipts  and  net  increases 

EXPENSES  AIJD  jTET  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements   -------- 

Horses   ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases 

Machinery  and  e'^-jipment   -  -  -  _  _ 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  ex^pense  -------- 

Crop  expense   ---------- 

Hired  labor  ----------- 

Taxes  -------------- 

lUscellaneous  expenses  ------ 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases  - 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES  

Total  unpaid  labor  --------- 

Operator's  labor  --------- 

Family  labor  ----------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management   ------------ 

RATE  EARITED  ON  INVEST!£ENT 

Return  to  capital  pnd  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------- 

54  of  capital  invested  ------- 

LABOR  AND  MAlUGEIffll.T?  WAGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
32  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


11  least 
profitable 
farms 


$  14  025 

2  796 

1  543 

439 

704 

270 

60 

70 

1  374 

1  353 


$  21  096 


$  15  699 

3  822 

2  004 

561 

869 

438 

73 

63 

1  671 

1  802 

$  26  198 


$  2  985 

42 

731 

1  445 

55 

87 

114 

511 

709 

55 

2 

$   3  751 


$  4  613 


99 
203 
245 
73 
95 
123 
770 


1  033 
79 

$  5  725 


$  13  290 
2  190 
1  321 


$  18  817 


159 


317 

23 
156 
206 
194 

24 


180 


397 

36 
180 
358 
257 

23 


$   1  079 


$   1  431 


J^ 


$   2  672 

811 
503 
308 

1  861 
8.82^ 

2  354 

i  1  C.55 

I  $   1  309 


$  4  294 

757 
507 
250 

3  537 
13.50^ 

4  044 
1  310 

$  2  734 


^^ 
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high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  te  seen  in  the  1935 
records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  yeax 
thaji  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  viho   has  his  business  well 
organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  Icind  to  make  drastic 
changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or 
low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.  Some  farms 
that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they 
have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields  and  efficient 
herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Jersey  county  farms  inclxoded  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $3073  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in  1935. 
The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3537  and  $464  respectively  (Table 
2).   Of  this  difference  $906  was  in  inventory  and  $2099  was  in  cash.  The  rest  of 
the  difference,  amounting  to  $68,  was  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses 
by  $3064  for  one  group  and  by  $965  for  the  other  (Table  3).  The  cash  balance,  as 
represented  by  these  figxires,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed 
capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money 
was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance ,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standsud  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  various  crops  on  that  third  of  the  farms 
that  were  most  profitable  shov/s  more  corn  by  5.1  percent  and  more  wheat  by  1.4  per- 
cent but  less  oats  by  .8  percent.   The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture 
on  both  groups  of  farms  was  particularly  high,  indicating  a  tendency  on  the  part  of 
faxm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  changing  economic  con- 
ditions . 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  betv/een 
the  receipts  and.  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the  ex- 
penses and  net  decreases.  This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Jersey  county 
farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $5725  and  $2044  and 
for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1431  and  $755  respectively  (Table  2).   On  an 
acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $23.02  and  $9.51  and  the  expenses  $8,80  and  $7.35  re- 
spectively (Table  3). 

In  size,  that  third  of  the  farms  that  were  most  profitable  averaged  249 
acres  as  compared  with  an  average  of  215  acres,  or  34  acres  less,  on  that  third  of 
the  farms  that  were  least  profitable.   There  was  also  a  difference  in  land  area 
tillable  amounting  to  8.5  percent  and  in  land  valuation  per  acre  as  well  as  in 
improvement  valijation  per  acre  in  favor  of  the  farms  that  paid  the  best.   On  the 
whole,  there  was  more  capital  invested  per  acre  on  the  more  profitable  farms  in  1935, 
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Table  5. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
32  Jersey  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
32  farms 


11  most 

profitable 

farms 


11  least 
profitable 
farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  recei-Dts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  -  _  -  . 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 
Corn  ----------- 

Oats   ----------- 

Wheat  ----------- 

Soybeans  for  grain  -  -  -  - 

Other  cultivated  crops  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  p-:.sture  -  - 
Nor.-legume  hay  and  past'.ure 


226 .8 
83.4 

16.54 
B  .uo 
8.21 

62. 
12.33 

93. 


248.7 
84.0 

23.02 

8.80 

14.22 

67. 
15.37 

105. 


22.4 
8.9 

21.4 
^.4 
7.8 

18.4 

16.7 


25.1 

9.4 

21.9 

3.6 
12.5 
15.9 
10.6 


215.0 
75.5 

9.51 
7.35 
2.16 

62. 

10.19j 

88. 


20.0 
10.2 
20,5 
3.2 
5.0 
21.6 
19.5 


I 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre 
Wheat,  bu.  per  acre 


42.3 
25.7 
20.2 


49.2 
27.3 
22.2 


oo.o 
16.2 
17.5 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Ret'jrns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 
Retiu-ns  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattle'  

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  -  -  -  -  - 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow   _  _  _  _  _ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  3.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$1709. 
172. 

136. 

252. 

5.8 

$  166. 

64. 

5.49 
12.98 


$  2513. 
179. 

162. 

310. 

6.8 

$  165. 

81. 

7.98 
18.15 


$  969. 
178. 


99. 
170. 
6.6 
$  154. 
52. 
5.47 
8.03 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
I'an  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  - 
Kachinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acrd 

Number  of  v/ork  horses -_-__ 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  - 

Improvement  cost  Der  acre  -  -  -  -  _ 
Taxes  per  acre  ---------- 

Cash  balance  ----------- 

Increase  in  inventory  ------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receiots  oer  f^rm  ------ 


$ 


25. 
5.64 
2.14 
3.51 


4.9 
$  246. 


$   19. 

6.06 
2.24 
3.33 

5.1 
$  292. 


$   41. 
7.32 
1.94 
3.80 

4.7 
$  201. 


$ 


.70 
.86 


$     .72 
1.03 


$1814. 
858. 
8.62 
$3751. 


$  3064. 
1230. 
13.50 
$  5725. 


.83 

.74 


$  965. 
324. 
2.47 

$2044. 


Chart   for  Studyiiiij  the  Efficiencj'-  of  V.^.rious  Paxts   of  Your  Business, 

Jersey  County  1935 
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The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
32  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  aach  column  at  the  nvunber  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  yoixr 
locality. 
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3014 
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13.0 

54 

35 

26 
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94 

312 

232 

3.54 

2.01 

20 

1758 

2714 

23 

5251 

317 

11.5 

50 

32 

24 

206 

84 

292 

212 

4.64 

2.51 

22 

1458 

2414 

21 

4751 

287 

10,0 

46 

29 

22 

186 

74 

272 

192 

5.54 

3.01 

24 

1158 

2114 

19 

4251 

257 

8.82 

42.3 

25.7 

20.2 

166 

64 

252 

172 

6.54 

3.51 

25 

858 

1814 

15  54 

3751 

227 

7.0 

38 

23 

18 

145 

54 

232 

152 

7.54 

4.01 

23 

558 

1514 

15 

3251 

197 

5.5 

34 

20 

16 

126 

44 

212 

132 

8,54 

4.51 

30 

258 

1214 

13 

S751 

167 

4.C 

30 

17 

14 

105 

34 

1S2 

112 

9.54 

5. 01 

32 

-42 

914 

^ 

2251 

137 

■      2.5 

26 

14 

12 

66 

24 

172 

92 

ia64 

5.51 

34 

-342 

514 

9 

1751 

107 

1.0 

22 

11 

10 

65 

14 

152 

72 

11.64 

5.01 

36 

-642 

314 

7 

1251 

77 

23T 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  13.4  bushels  of  corn,  11.1  'bushels' 
of  oats,  and  4.7  bushels  of  v/heat  gave  the  11  most  profitable  fa.rms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  11  least  profitable  farms. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  v/ith  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  tne  11 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $2.51  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $1544  per  farm  more  than  on  the  11  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  hi^^her  on  the 
more  nrofi table  farms.   For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock 
on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $179  as  compared  with  a  re- 
turn of  $178  for  the  same   amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  f axms . 

The  larr^er  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $5,06  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.33  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$9.39  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  similar  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$7.32  for  labor  and  $3.80  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $11.12. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  farms  gave 
an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2734,  while  the  least 
profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $63. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  7ive-year  Period 

A  con5)arison  of  production,  income,  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting 
farms  in  Jersey  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  "because  of  the  changes 
in  price  level.   Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet 
the  income  per  fc.rm  from  crops  was  only  $130  more  than  it  was  in  1934.  The  low  in- 
come from  crops,  however,  was  offset  by  a  larger  income  from  livestock,  a;T:iounting  to 
$1219.   Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  have  ranged  from  $7.99  to 
$10.11,  while  -^ross  income  per  acre  has  ranged  from  $5.02  to  $15.54,  the  latter  fig-ure 
being  for  1935. 

Table  4. — Conrparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Jersey  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 

F^r^er  of  farms  --------- 

Ave  age  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 

&rosf  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  ----- 

Net  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  _  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs --_ 

Poultry  ------------ 

Gross  income  per  farm  ------ 

Income  per  farm  fromi 

Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  _-_-__-_---- 

Dairy  sales  --------  -- 

Hogs _-___ 

Poultry  ------------ 

Cash  balance  ---------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Aveva.f;e  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.   -  - 


1931 


"19321/ 


19331/" 


1934 


1935 


33 
204 

$  7.35 
10.11 
-2.76 

$   86. 
125. 


$2092. 
921. 
552. 
125. 

$1499. 


$ 


25. 

47. 
1427. 
-15. 
473. 
787. 
162. 


$1328. 


35. 
26. 

43. 


42 

208 

$   6.02 

7.99 

-1.97 

$  51. 
95. 


$1788. 
850. 
325. 
115. 

$1252. 


$  -25. 
52. 
1200. 
127. 
405. 
512. 
128. 


50. 
15.. 
32. 


207 

12.20 
3.30 
3.90 

73. 
108. 


$  1721. 

874. 

360. 

54. 

$  2525. 


796. 

31. 

1598. 

295. 

434. 

845. 

95. 


$593.   1$  1332. 


37. 
18. 
28. 


32 

202 

$  12.07 
8.75 
3.32 

$  55. 
100. 


$1457. 

559. 

281. 

66. 

$2434. 


$  579. 
89. 
1765. 
225. 
514. 
841. 
142. 

$1508. 


21. 
14. 


32 
227 

$  15.54 
8.33 
8.21 

$  52. 
93. 


$1543. 

704. 

270. 

70. 

$3751. 


$  709. 

57. 

2985. 

731. 

511. 

1445. 

201. 

$1814. 

42. 
17. 

40. 


-Ju 


1/  Records  from  Jersey  and  Macoupin  Counties  included  for  1932. 
2/  Records  from  Jersey  and  Greene  Co'juties  included  for  1933. 
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Variation  ir-  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  192'1-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  b^low  average. 

Yields  were  much  ahove  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  Eiver  in  the  v/est-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  hy  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  vvhich  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  thsy  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
Diaring  the  same  period  the  averagu  of  the  prices  paid  by  faz'mers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -Droducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d^iring  1935.  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  85  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan'iary  1935  but  werr^  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.25 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AtJmJAL  YARV.   3USI!>^SS  R3P0RT  ON  FORTY 
FARI'^S  DI  ]':0RGA1T  &   GRSENE  COUIWIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  3.  Cuimingham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Itorgan  and  Greene  ccmties  continued  up- 
ward in  1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past 
five  years.   Records  from  40  frxms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of 
$2420  as  compared  with  $1551  for  1934,  $1394  for  1933,  a  loss  of  $524  for  1932  and 
a  loss  of  $478  for  1931. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $569  per  farm  lower  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $5727  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $4000  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1727. 
In  1934  the  cash  bala.nce  was  $2296  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  in  1935  and  in  1934, 
account   for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the  accomiting  basis  and  the  cash 
basis . 

The  net  inventory  increase  v/as  $1283  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  v/ith 
a  net  inventory  decrease  of  $53  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  th--.t  the  average  earnings  of  all 
faxms  in  an  area  are  lov;or  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accoujiting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agricult\ire  the  year 
1935  was  better  th3,n  1934.  Factory  paj'-rolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  v/ith  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  Iznown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on 
their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of. 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difiicult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-bein^'  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  m 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  fiirnished  by  the  farm  was  $363  per 
family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  oroducts. 


*  I.  E.  Parett,  former  farm  adviser  in  Morgan  County, and  TV.  F.  Coolidge 
and  G.  E.  H\ant,farm  advisers  in  Morgan  and  Greene  counties,  cooperated  in  super- 
vising and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table   1. — C:.sh  Income,    3i'.sh  Zxroense  and  Inventory  Clifnges  on  40 
Accouiitiiir^  Parms   in  Horgan  and  G-reene   Coioiitios,  1935  and  19341/ 


Itemn 


Yo\rr 

farm   Aver.  Aver. 

1955   1933  1934 


Y-iur 
farm 


Aver. 
1935 


Aver. 
1934 


Cash  expense  per  ff-xra 

Horses  --------$  $   57$  57 

Cattle 726  294 

Hogs 115  53 

Slieep  --------  25  13 

Poultry  cjid  e.=;gs  -  -  -  16  12 
Dairy  sales  ----- 

Feed  and  grains   -  -  -  1095  683 

{.Machinery 760  473 

Improvenents   _  -  -  -  245  143 

Labor  --------  395  259 

liiscellaneoias   -  -  -  -  30  27 

Livestock  expense   -  -  35  32 

Crop  expense  -----  235  133 

Taxes 261  234 

Total $     $  4000  $  2523 


Cas-1  inco.-:i&  per  l  arm 
$      $ 


50 

$  44 

1352 

1061 

1917 

1339 

77 

4-0 

199 

134 

318 

239 

1432 

1773 

245 

110 

3 

14 

106 

51 

7 

9 

$5727  $4324 


Inventory  Cnanj^es 


Livestock  ------------------$ 

Feed  and  grains     _--------______ 

Machinery     ------------------ 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -----------$ 


$1116  $   54 

-52  -46 

203  -11 

26  -50 


$1283  $  -53 


S  a'n.Tiar;'' 


Total  cash  income  --_-_--_------$ 

Total  cash  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  ------_---_------$ 

Total  inventory  chaiige  ------------ 

Heceipts  less  expenses  _-___-----_-* 


$5727 
4000 


$4824 
2528 


$1727  $2295 
1233    -53 


$3010  $2243 


_l/  Records  from  'Morgan,   Scott,    a,nd  G-reene  Comities  for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  slate  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  diaring  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Morgan  and  Greene  county  farms  in  1935  than  in 
1934  (Table  1).  Hog  sa.les,  including  Agricultiiral  Adjustment  Administration  re- 
ceipts, averaged  $1917  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1339  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales 
of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  were  also  l.?jrger  in  1935  than  in 
1934;  grain  sales,  however,  v/ere  less  in  1935,  by  $341.  Total  cash  sales  were  $903 
a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  year  earlier. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $1472  a  farm  higiier  in  1935  tloan  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $473  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $760  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds,  im- 
provements, crop  expense,  livestock  p'urchases  and  labor.  Taxes  were  slightly 
lower  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  orice  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  less  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.  Big  ex- 
penditures for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $203 
per  farm,  as  compajred  with  a  decrease  of  $11  per  farm  in  1934,   Last  year,  there 
was  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  cause  an  increase  of  $25  per  farm  in 
value,  a.s  contrasted  with  a  smaller  amount  of  money  spent  the  previous  year  and  a 
decrease  in  value  ajnounting  to  $50  per  farm. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

■jfliether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  v,'hich  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 


Table   2. — Investnents,    Receipts,   Expenses   and  3  rning: 
C-0  I'organ  and  Greene  Couiity  Fa-rins   in  1935 


on 


Itenis 

CAP  iTAiTli-^viisTi  sirrs 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Eorses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs --_-__- 

Sheep  ------------ 

poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  ecuipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AI'D  ^13^  Il^CHSASSS 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPEIIS3S  AI'D  NET  DECREASES 

Farm  improveinents  ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decrease  s^ 

Machinery  and  equipment   -  -  _  - 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---____--_ 

Taxes   ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  i  net  decreases 

REC5IPTS~LSSS  SXPEIISSS   

Total  unpaid  labor-  -  -  -  _  _  _  _ 

Operator's  labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

llet  income  from  investment  and 
management-  ----------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  r.TESTMEFT 

Return  to  ca.pital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management   ------ 

5^  of  capital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  AMD  IIAITASEMENT  WAGE 


Yoior 

farm 


Average  of 
40  farms 


24  424 

3  934 

1  926 

436 

917 

450 

57 

66 

1  350 

1  755 


13  most 
profitable 

farms 


$  20  610 
3  431 

2  409 

413 

1  435 

450 

38 

75 

1  567 

2  162 
$  30  179 


13  least 

profitable 

farms 


$  26  783 
4  602 

1  780 


997 
1  485 

S  35  547 


$   4  105 

50 

1  355 

2  072 
103 

81 
117 
318 

275 
106 

_7 

$   4  494 


^   5  DO^ 

So 

2  256 

2  504 

91 

120 

161 

383 

11 
145 

13 

$  5  752 


$  _2_ 


$  3  547 


215 


311 

35 

236 
395 
261 

30 


202 


318 

39 
248 
397 
292 

23 


$   1  484 


$   1  524 


$   1  423 


$   3  010 

590 
431 
159 

2   420 

7.24^ 

2  851 

1  670 

^ 1  181 


$   4  228 

514 
364 
250 

3  614 
11. 9S^ 


978 
509 


$   1  924 


1  555 
5.75^ 


$   2  469   I  $ 
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efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss 
on  one  farm  as  compared  v;ith  other  farms,  A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low- 
income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  prodxicts  that  happen  to  he 
abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen 
in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  caus- 
ing high  or  low  returns  for  a  pexticular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year. 
Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings 
because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields 
and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  I,!organ  and  Greene  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was 
a  difference  of  $2279  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least 
profitable  in  1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3614  and 
$1335  respectively  (Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1453  was  in  inventory,  $851  was 
in  cash  and  $25  was  in  unpaid  operator's  and  family  labor,  there  being  more  un- 
paid labor  on  the  more  profitable  farms.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2259 
for  one  group  and  by  $1448  for  the  other  (Table  3),   The  cash  balance,  as  repre- 
sented by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed 
capital  and  to  pa,y  living  expenses.  Where  the  cash  ee.rnings  were  high,  more  money 
was  available  to  spend  for  life  insiarance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earninr~s 

The  more  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  this  study  averaged  254 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  258  acres;  a.  difference  of  5  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  pa.id  the  best  the  percentage  of  till?,ble  land  was  10.7  percent 
higher  but  the  value  per  acre  was  $25  less  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   Improve- 
ments were  better  on  the  least  profitable  f^rms,  as  indicated  by  a  $1171  greater 
inventory  valuation  (Ta.ble  2)  than  was  found  on  the  most  profitable  farms.   The 
value  of  improvemonts  per  acre  averaged  $13.01  on  the  most  profitable  farms  and 
$17.87  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

In  most  frrra  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found 
between  receipts  and  net  increases  of  higla-  and  lov/-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  I'organ 
and  Greene  comity  fcjms  in  1935,  the  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $5752  and 
$3347  and  the  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1524  and  $1449  respectively 
(Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  v/cre  $21.80  and  $13.00,  and  the  expenses 
$8,10  and  $7,82  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  p^stiore  (legumes  and  non-legumes 
considered)  was  significantly  high  on  both  groups  of  farms,  indicating  a  tendency 
on  the  part  of  fa.rm  acco\mt  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions.  In  the  cultivated  group  of  crops  there  was  more  wheat 
raid  less  oats,  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best. 
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Table   3. — Factors  Helping  to  Aiialyze   the  Farm  Business   on 
40  Morgan  and  G-reene   Coar.ty  Farms   in  1935 


Items 

Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  land  a.rea  tillable  -  -  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  __----_ 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in; 

Corn-  --------------- 

Oats-  --------------- 

Wheat _-- --__ 

Soybeans  for  grain  _--__--_ 
Other  cultivated  crops   __-_-_ 
Legume  hay  and  pasture  ______ 

Ijon-legur.e  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu,  per  acre  -------- 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

Tfheat ,    bu.  per  acre   __-_-__ 
Soybeans,  bu.  per  acre   ------ 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 

Dairy  sales  oer  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.S.  per  A. 

Man  labor  cost  jjer  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  work  horses   ------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

Ir.'Tprovement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre-  ----------- 

Cash  balance  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 
Gross  receipts  per  f^-rm  ------- 


Yo^jir 

farm 


Average  of 

40  farms 


13  mo  s  t 

profitable 

farms 


13  least 
profitable 
farms 


253.0 
82.2 

17.76 

8.19 
9.57 

97. 
15.55 
132. 


253.8 
87.0 

21.80 

8.10 

13.70 

78. 
13.01 
114. 


257.5 
75.3 

13,00 
7.82 
5.18 

104. 

17.87 
138. 


27.4 
11.1 
22.0 
5.0 
7.2 
15.8 
10.5 


25.7 

8.4 

22.9 

5.0 

10.8 
13.3 
13.9 


25.5 

14.1 

18.2 

4.3 

7.1 

21.3 

8.5 


37.9 
31.8 
17.8 

14.4 


44.5 
25.7 
19.0 
12.8 


30.3 
31.7 

16.4 
16.1 


$  2408. 
158. 

131. 

258. 

5.2 

$   144. 

50. 

8.00 
15.03 


$  3225. 
171. 

147. 

327. 

5.2 

$   147. 

56, 

9.59 
20.91 


$  1783. 
158. 

123. 

213. 

5.0 

$   125. 

64. 

5.93 
10.96 


21. 
5.35 
1.77 
3.07 

5.6 
277. 


17. 
5.09 
1.70 
2.82 

5.3 
277. 


28. 
5.62 
1.92 
3.37 

6.5 

293. 


.85 

1.03 


.77 
1.11 


.96 
.87 


$  1727. 
1283. 
7.24 
$  4494. 


$  2299. 
1929. 
11.98 
$  5752. 


$  1443. 
475. 
3.75 
$  3347. 
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Cliart  for   Studyiag  the  Sfficiency  of  Vrrlous  Pai'ts  of  Yoitr  Busiuass, 
Morgan  and  C-reene  Co\inties  1935 

The  numbers  above  t.^e  lines  across  the  uiddle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the  40 
farnis  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  naraei  at  the  top  of  the  pai^e.  By  draw- 
ing a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measui'in:^  tr.e  eff iciencv  of  :/o-jx  farm  in 
that  factor,  you  can  compare  yoiar  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  roxr   locality. 
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70 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amotrnting  to  14.3  bushels  of  corn,  a.id  2.6 
bushels  of  v/heat  gave  the  13  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  13 
least  profitable  farms. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  bhe  efficiency  v/ith  which  it  was  handled  were 
t;TO  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting,-  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings  be- 
tween the  two  i^roups  of  farms.  Investments  in  productive  livestocl:  on  the  13  farms 
that  paid  the  best  v/ere  $3.76  per  acre  greater  and  the  ariount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$1443  per  farm  more  than  on  the  13  farms  th  t  paid  the  least  (Table  3).  Returns 
per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  v/ell  as  the  returns  oer  litter  of  pigs 
farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  ou  the  more  profi 
able  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  best,  there  ws.s  a  return  of  $171  as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $158 
for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable;  farm-j. 

The  lajt^'er  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  w?^  sectored  with  aja  expense 
of  $5.09  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2.82  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$7.81  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  fcxms  was  accomipanied  by  a  similar  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$5.62  for  labor  aiid  $5.37  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $&.S9. 

After  all  expenses  v/ere  paid,  includin^^  a  wage  allowance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  farms  ga-ve 
an  average  retui'n  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2439,  while  the  least  pro- 
fitable gro'ip  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $10, 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  ?ive-year  Period 

A  c3/;rp.-rison  of  production,  income,  and  expeaditurds  on  the  acco^mting; 
farms  in  Korgan  and  G-reene  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because 
of  the  changes  in  price  level.   Corn  yields  were  -auch  better  in  1935  than  in  193^, 
yet  the  income  oer  f.-irm  from  crops  was  $769  less  than  it  was  in  1934.  The  lower  in- 
come from  crops,  ..owever,  was  offset  oy  a  lerger  inc&me  from  livestock,  ano-ontini;  to 
$1534.   Ox)eratin.3  costs  per  acre  duriug  tne  five  years  have  ranged  from  $7.33  to  $9.75, 
while  gross  income  per  aero  has  ranged  from  $5.91  to  $17.76,  the  latter  fi;:ure  heing 
for  1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  3arnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
F'rms  in  Horgan  and  Greene  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19311/1   1952" 


193327" 


1934^/ 


Items 

Number  of  farms  --------- 

Avcra-ge  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 

G-ross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Net  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  v  lue  of  laaid  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

Investment  per  faxm  in: 

Total  livestock   ___-_-- 

Cattle  --  ____-_-- 

Eogs  -----------__ 

Poultry  ------------ 

Gross  income  per  farm  ------ 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income   -  _  -  -  - 
Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle   

Dairy  gales  ---------- 

Hogs  ----------  

Poultry  ------------ 

Cash  balance  _-_---__-_ 

Average  yield  of  coru  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  v/heat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  soybeans  in  bu. 


1935 


34 
234 

7.7lj$ 
£.75 
-2.04 


51 
251 


33 
244 


57 
276 


$   138. 
161. 


$  2309. 
870, 
840. 
120. 

$  1809. 


$   185. 

75. 

1549. 

99. 

239. 

105S. 

150. 

$  1336. 

48. 
29. 
25. 


6.91 

9.11 

-2.20 


$  95. 
133. 


$2113. 
S05. 

562. 
100. 

$1737. 


$-160. 

40. 

1697. 

251. 

331. 

979. 


$  84d. 

57, 
19. 
28. 


15.46 
8.10 
7.36 


$  114. 
14S. 


$2109. 

1129. 

497. 

82. 

$3773. 


$1582, 

55. 

2135. 

556. 

295. 

1136, 

120. 

$1953, 

42. 
23. 
19. 


13,01 
7.38 
5.63 


$  90. 
120, 


$1797. 

858. 

390. 

71. 


$3586. 


$1044. 

70. 

2472. 

695. 

239. 

1335. 

118. 

$2296, 

12. 
25. 
15. 


40 
253 

$  17.76 
8.19 
9.57 

$   97. 
132. 


$1926 . 

917. 

450. 

66. 

$4494. 


$  275. 

113. 
4105. 
1355, 

318. 
2072 . 

19G. 

$1727. 

40. 
16. 
14. 


,1/   Records  from  Morgan  County  for  1931 
2/  Records  from  Morgan  and  Menard  Counties  for  1925 
3/  Records  from  Morgan,  Scott,  and  Greene  counties  for  1934 
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Variation  ir.  Crop  Yieldr.  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  croppine  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  ccanties  and 
below  avera'3e  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  Were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bolow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  groi^)  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  la,rge  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  60  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  raroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-aring  1935,  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  v/orth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan'oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $5,25 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7,57  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AMUAL  FARM  BUSINESS  S3P0RT  ON  THIRTY 
FARMS  IN  SCOTT  COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E,  Johnston,  J.  B.  Ciinninghara,  S.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Scott  covinty  continued  upward  in  1935  and 
net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  30  farms  for  1935  show  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $1729  as 
compared  with  $1551  for  1934,  $1394  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $524  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $839  less  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3530  in  1955,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2173  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1457.   In 
1934  the  cash  balance  was  $2295  per  fara.  Inventory  increases  were  larger  in  1935 
than  in  1934,  which  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the  accounting 
basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $958  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
a  loss  of  $53  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  acco'xnts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  th?,t  the  average  earnings  of  all  farms 
in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.   The 
acco-onting  farms  are  larger  tlian  average  said   are  operated  by  farmers  v/ho  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 
1955  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  barii-  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934, 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compf-.re  farm  incomes  "-ith  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  hio  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  ajid  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  "orod^acts. 


*J.  L.  Iftner,  farm  adviser  in  Scott  county,  cooperated  in  sijpervising 
and  collecting  tne  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Incone,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on  30 
Accounting-;  Farms  in  Scott  County,  1935  and  1934  i/ 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

fan.'. 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1954 

Cash  exoense  Der  fa_rm   Cash  income  loer  farm 


Horses  -------$ 

Cattle  ------- 

Hogs  ---  --_ 

Sheep  ------- 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  - 
Dairy  sales  _  -  -  - 
Feed  and  grains  -  - 
Machinery  -  -  -  -  - 

Improvements  -  -  -  - 

Labor  ------- 

Miscellaneous  -  -  - 
Livestock  expense 
Crop  expense  -  -  -  - 

Taxes  ------- 

Total -  -  -  $ 


$ 


o3  ^ 

5   57 

125 

294 

81 

63 

26 

13 

13 

12 

462 

683 

310 

473 

119 

148 

232 

259 

34 

27 

23 

32 

195 

133 

290 

284 

$  74 

$  44 

380 

1061 

1334 

1339 

90 

40 

155 

134 

121 

239 

1256 

1773 

142 

110 

3 

14 

71 

61 

4 

9 

$2173  $  2528    $ 


$5530  $4324 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  _----------------$ 

Feed  and  grains  -----_--_-_--- 

Machinery  ----------------- 

Improvements  ---------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -------_--$ 


;      $  653 

$  54 

207 

-46 

38 

-11 

— 

-50 

$  958  $  -53 


S'gnmary 

Total  cash  income   -----------_-$ 

Total  cash  expense  ------------- 

Cash  balance  -----------_--__$ 

Total  inventory  change  ----------- 

Receipt?  less  expenses  -----------$ 


$3530 
2173 


$1457 
958 


$4824 
2528 


$2296 
-53 


$2415  $2243 


ij   Records  from  Morgan,  Scott  and  G-reene  Counties  for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  eajrnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat,  soy- 
beans ,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  v/as  a  wide  variation,  liowever,  in  difierent  arep.s  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  diu-inr;r;  1955  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  v/hile  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  a.nd  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  gra.in  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  Gales  v/ere  lov/er  on  Scott  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Cattle  sales  averaged  $330  a  farm  in  1S35  as  compared  with  $1051  a  farm 
in  1934.   Sales  of  hogs,  feed  and  grain,  and  dairy  products  were  also  less  in  1955 
than  in  1934.   Total  cash  sales  vere  $1194  less  a  farm  in  1935  than  during  the 
previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $355  less  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
The  average  expense  for  machinery  was  $473  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $510 
in  1935.   Farmers  for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it 
has  worn  out.   Items  for  which  expenditures  were  smaller  in  1955  than  in  1934  in- 
clude;  feeds,  improvements,  livestock  purchases  and  labor.   Taxes  were  slightly 
higher  in  1935  the,n  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upwpj-d  in  1935,  resixLting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  yeur,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  va,lue  y/as  only  $207  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
Big  expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of 
$83  per  farm,  as  compared  vdth  a  decrease  of  $11  per  farm  in  1934, 

Vai'iation  in  Farm  Earnings 

'.Tiiether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  v/ide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
th3  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individ^oal  farmer  can  control.   Hov/ever,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  re  ult  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  f.^rms.   A  farm  m-\y  fall  in  the  high-  or  low- 
income  group  because  the  opera.tor  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 


Table  2,  —  Inv^strn^ntr, ,  Heceipts,  Sx-pensos  and  Sarniugs  on 
30  Scott  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


CAPITAL  nTV5:"T!aUTS 


Land  ------------ 

Farm  improvements  -  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  total-  ------ 

Horses  ---------- 

Cattle  ---------- 

Hogs  ----------- 

Sheep  ---------- 

Poultry  --------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 

30  farms 


$  20  219 

2  224 

1  382 

401 

520 

319 

75 

67 

1  152 

926 

$  25  913 


10  most 
profitable 

farms 


0  17  938 

2  017 

1  630 

393 

779 

271 

122 

65 

1  119 

720 

$  23  424 


10  least 
profitable 

farms 


$  21  862 

2  447 

1  436 

490 

433 

337 

102 

74 

1  145 

1  228 

$  28  118 


RECEIPTS   Aira  NET   II-TCREASES 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Sgg  sales  __--____ 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Lator  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 


EXPEITSES  AITD  I'TET  LSCRIASES 
Farm  improvements   -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment   -  -  -  _ 
Feed,  grain  a.id  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Tsuxes  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses 

Total  exToenses  £;  net  decreases 


-  $ 


$  2  509 

34 

501 

1  643 

64 

61 

95 

121 

1  001 

71 

4 


3  585 


$  3  104 

38 
754 
1  982 
94 
55 
88 
93 

1  043 
87 

$  4  235 


116 


280 

23 
195 
232 
290 

34 


103 


265 

26 
139 
279 
281 

37 


$   1  170 


$   1  131 


$   1  935 

9 

372 

1  180 

99 

55 

79 

140 

824 

61 

3 

$  2  843 


3 


138 


285 

24 
245 
212 
271 

27 


$  1  204 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES 


and 


Total  unpaid   labor  -  -  -   - 

Operator's   labor  -  -   -   - 

Family  labor  ------ 

Net   income   from  investment 

management     --_-_-_ 
RATE  EARUED  Oil  I1^IVEST]CEHT 
Return  to   capital  and   operator's    labor 

ajid  management  -  -  -  - 
5^  of  capital  invested  - 
LABOR  Airo  IIAITAGEHEKT  WAGE 


J> 


-\  $ 


$      2  415 

686 
489 
197 

1  729 

5.67^ 

2  218 
1  296 

$  922 


$      3   104 

560 
464 

96 

2  544 
10.86^ 


3  008 

1   171 

$      1   837 


$      1  659 

753 
495 
258 

876 
3.12^ 

1   371 

1  405 
$  -35 


-J 


be  abnornially  I'^i^-^'-i   or  low  in  their  price  cycles.  An  exainple  of  this  kind  may  be 
seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  s. 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this 
kind  to  maice  drastic  changes  in  his  own  pro'^ran  before  >.e  has  studied  all  the 
factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  t  pe  of  production  in  a  par- 
ticular year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not 
shov;  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  tine  onl;\ 
High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years 
of  labor. 

On  the  Scott  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $1568  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in  1935. 
The  average  net  eej-nings  for  the  two  groups  were  $2544  ?x.d  $376  resT)ectively  (Table 
2).   Of  this  difference  $1554  was  in  inventory  and  $99  was  in  cash,  the  least 
profitable  group  having  the  largest  casn  balance.   The  rest  of  the  difference, 
amounting  to  $203,  was  in  f.ar.uly  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1459  for 
one  group  and  by  $1558  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital 
and  to  pay  living  expenses.  Where  the  cpsh  Oft.rnings  v?ere  high,  more  money  was 
available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  th-'.t  contribute  to  the  stazidard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  that  third  of  the  farms  which  was  ':.ost  'orofitable  averaged  27 
acres  larger  tlian  that  third  which  wan  least  profitable,  the  farms  averaging  271 
acres  and  244  pcres  respectively.   The  land  of  the  r.-ore  profitable  farms,  however, 
was  less  tillable,  by  2,9  percent  and  v;as  worth  less  per  acre,  by  $23  than  the  land 
of  the  least  profitable  farms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  rdgh-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  iiet  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strihinglj'  true  on  these 
Scott  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $4-235 
and  $2343  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1131  and  $1204  respectively 
(Table  2),   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $15.50  and  $11,53  and  the  expenses 
$6.23  and  $8,05  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  v.as  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  farms,  the  most  profitable  naving  more  hay  p.nd  pasture  and  less  grain 
crops  (Table  3).   This  difference  indicated  a  greater  tendency  on  the  part  of  the 
operators  of  the  higher-income  farms  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  thi  F=^rm  Business  on 
30  Scott  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Size  of  farm — acres  --------- 

Percent  of  land  rj-ea  tillable  -  -  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------- 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn-  --------------- 

Oats-  --------------- 

TTheat _-- 

Soybeans  for  irain  -------- 

Other  cultivated  crops   ------ 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  --__-_ 
Non-lejiurae  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu,  per  acre  -------- 

Oats,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

Income  per  littjr  farrowed  ----- 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S,  per  A. 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  _  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

Value  of  feed  fed  te  horses  ----- 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre  ---_-_--__- 

Cash  balance  ________-- 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receiots  oer  farm  ------- 


Your     I  Average  of 
farm      30  iaj."ms 


10  most 
profitable 

farms 


245.7 
78.6 

14.59 
7.55 

7.04 

82. 
9.05 
105. 


271.5 
74.9 

15.50 
6.23 
9.37 

56. 
7.43 

36. 


10  least 

profitable 

farms 


244.5 
77.8 

11.65 
8.05 
3.58 

89. 
10.01 
115. 


52.3 
10.1 
20.1 
4.6 
7.2 
13.4 
12.3 


32.8 
10.2 
15.9 
1.5 
7.3 
14.6 
17.5 


31.1 
11.2 
19.9 

5.3 
12.0 
12.5 

8.0 


55.5 
54.5 
18.7 


37.8 
32.9 

18.6 


30.4 
40.1 
19.1 


$  1251, 
195, 


97. 
212. 

6.2 
141. 
34. 

5.30 
10.07 


$1490. 
205. 

86. 

223. 

6.3 

$  134. 

27. 

6.13 
11.29 


$1112. 
175. 

97. 
167. 
5.5 
;]>  128. 
54. 
4.84 
7.86 


25. 

5.48 
1.75 
5.10 

5.3 
252. 


$ 


19. 
4.87 
1.62 

2.90 


5.1 
!  $  249. 


.47 

1.18 


.58 
1.03 


$  32. 
0.93 
1.84 
3.32 

5 ,2 

$  517, 


$ 


.56 
1.11 


$  1457. 
958. 
6.67 
$  3585. 


$1459. 
1545. 
10.86 
$4235. 


$1558. 
81. 
3.12 

$2843. 
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Cliart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Scott  Couiity  1935 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  pa^^e 
30  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at 
drawing  a  line  a.cross  each  colimn  at  the  nuj"nbar  measuring 
farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with 
your  locality. 


are  the  averages  for  the 
the  top  of  the  page .  By 
the  efficiency  of  your 
that  of  o-cher  farmers  in 


Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Crop  yields 

Hogs :   Income 

per  litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales  per 
dairy  cow 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100  of 
feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Han  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

CD 

H 

o3 

o3 
O 

Gross 

recei-ots 

i 

V} 

CO 
rH 

(D 
.a 

U 
O 

o 

r-i 

S 
1 

CO 

+3 
03 
O 

CO 
rH 

CO 

1 

o 

Power  and 
machinery 

(D 

u 
o 

CI' 

u 

oJ 

14.0 

56 

49 

29 

216 

84 

312 

271 

.48 

.60 

15 

1958 

2957 

24 

5085 

395 

12.5 

52 

46 

27 

201 

74 

292 

255 

1.43 

1.10 

17 

1758 

2557 

22 

5585 

366 

11.0 

48 

43 

25 

186 

64 

272 

241 

2.48 

1.60 

19 

1558 

2357 

20 

5085 

336 

9.5 

44 

40 

23 

171 

54 

252 

225 

3.48 

2.10 

21 

1358 

2057 

18 

4585 

305 

8.0 

40 

37 

21 

156 

44 

232 

211 

4.48 

2.50 

23 

1158 

1757 

16 

4085 

276 

6.67 

35.5 

■ 
34  J5 

18.7 

141 

34 

212 

196 

5.48 

3.10 

25 

958 

1457 

14.59 

3585 

246 

5.0 

32 

31 

17 

126 

24 

192 

181 

6.48 

3.60 

27 

758 

1157 

12 

3085 

216 

3.5 

28 

28 

15 

111 

14 

172 

156 

7.48 

4.10 

29 

558 

857 

10 

2585 

186 

2.0 

24 

25 

13 

96 

152 

151 

3.48 

4.50 

31 

358 

557 

8 

2085 

155 

0.5 

20 

22 

11 

81 

132 

136 

9.48 

5.10 

33 

158 

257 

6 

1585 

126 

-1.0 

16 

19 

9 

56 

112 

121 

10.48 

5.60 

35 

-42 

-43 

4 

1085 

96 

31^4 
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Seven  bushels  more  corn  per  acre  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big 
advantage  over  the  least  profitable  farms.  Some  of  this  advantage,  however,  was 
offset  by  la.rger  yields  of  oats  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  v/as  handled  v/ere 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accountinj^  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  10 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $1.34  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $378  per  farm  more  than  on  the  10  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  poultry  as  well  as  the  returns  par  litter  of  pigs 
farrowed  were  hi^er  on  the  more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed 
fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of 
$205  as  contrasted  v.-ith  a  return  of  $173  for  the  sajne  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the 
least  profitable  fau'ms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profita.ble  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $4.87  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $2. SO  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $7.77  for  these  two  ii:roorta.at  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by 
an  expense  of  $5,93  for  labor  and  $3.82  for  pov.-er  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$9.75". 

After  all  expenses  v^ere  paid,  including  pay  for  i?mily  labor  a.nd  5  per- 
cent interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $1837  left  for 
their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $35  of  hav- 
ing enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  capital)  and 
had  nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 


• 


1 
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Variations  in  Earninf^^s  Ov^r  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting  farms 
in  Scott  courity  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes  in 
price  level.   Yields  of  corn,  and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1954,  yet 
the  income  per  farm  from  crops  v/as  $43  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   The  lower  income 
from  crops,  however,  was  offset  by  a  larger  income  from  livestock,  amounting  to  $37. 
Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  have  ranged  from  $5.85  to  $8.91,  while 
gross  incjme  per  acre  has  ranged  from  $5.28  to  $14.59,  the  latter  figure  being  for  1935. 

Table  4.-- Conrparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Scott  County  for  1931-1S35 


L934ir 


Items 


I 


1931 


1932 


1933 


1935 


Humber  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  oer  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -   -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock   -  - 
Cattle  ------- 

Hogs  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  f^xra  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle  _---__. 
Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs  _---_--. 
Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.   -  - 


30 
253 

$   7.25 

8.91 

-1.65 

$   95. 
123. 


$2505. 
939, 
775. 
135, 

$1834, 


$  334. 

64. 

1436. 

240. 

79. 

947. 

158. 

$1032. 

50. 
25. 
35. 


32 
277 


5.28  $ 
7.17 
-1.89! 


30 
268 

12.05 
6 .85 
5.20 


70. 
97. 


$  1940. 
855. 
522. 

106. 

$  1460. 


$  235. 

70. 

1155. 

248. 

92. 

593, 

9° 

$  1044. 

56. 
18. 
35 . 


$  80. 
105, 


$1735. 

775. 

451. 

87. 

$3235. 


$1535. 

54. 

1546. 

254, 

122. 

1022. 

95. 

$1595. 

47. 
19, 


57 
273 

$  15.01 
7,58 
5.63 

$  90. 
120. 


$1797. 

858. 

390 . 

71. 

$3585. 


$1044. 

70. 

2472 . 

695. 

239. 

1355, 

118, 

$2295 . 

12. 
25. 
18. 


30 
245 

$   14.59 
7.55 

7.04 

$  82. 
105. 


$1382. 

520. 

319. 

67. 

$3585. 

$1001. 

75. 

2509. 

501. 

121. 

1543. 

145. 

$1457. 

35. 
19. 
34, 


1/  Records  from  Korgan,  Scott  and  Greene  couiities  included  .for  1934, 


316 


-10- 

VariatioFx  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
belov/  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  b^:;lo^7  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  groi:?)  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  follov/ed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b-^ginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  b^oy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  jjercent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  -price  of  farm  -oroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'oring  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  Decem.ber  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  \;ip.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


AITMIAl  7AB1A   BUSINESS  RSPORT  ON  THIRTY-TWO 
FAElvIS  IN  PIKE  AND  BROW  COmiTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johiiston,  J.  B.  Cimningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earninp:s  in  Pike  and  Brown  counties  continued  upward  in 
1935  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  hic;hest  level  in  the  past  five 
years.   Records  from  32  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $2133 
as  compared  with  $769  for  1934,  $1374  for  1933  and  a  loss  of  $641  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  "basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  only  $2  higher  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934,   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4375  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expendit'ore  was  $2614  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1761.   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1759  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  lonpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1063  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  v/ith 
a  loss  of  $307  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all  farms 
in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.  The  account- 
ing farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  more  efficient 
than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1954.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  73  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  "^onown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  v/ith  4.4  percent  in  1954. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  economic 
well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  corporations 
a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in  the  farm 
accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  v/age  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  T/hich  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  faimilies  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimi'^ted  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  W,  B.  Bunn  and  E.  H.  Garlich,  farm  advisers  in  Pike  and  Brown  counties, 
cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Inco.iie,    Cash  Expense     and  Inventory  Changes  on 
Accounting  Farms   in  Pike  and  Brovni  Coiiiities, 
1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  Bx-pense  per  Farm 

Horses _____$  $50  $21 

Cattle _   _   _  267  185 

Hogs 149  32 

Sheep     -------  5  4 

Poultry  and  eg.ts   -   -  9  4 

Dairy   sales      -   -   -   -  

Feed  and  grains   1000  783 

Machinery 461  250 

Improvements  -  -  -  -  130  87 

Labor 191  151 

Miscellaneous  -  -  -  29  30 

Livestock  expense  -  48  45 

Crop  ex^Dense  -  -  -  -  118  130 

Taxes -  - 157  194 

Total $      $2614  $1917 


Cash 

Income  p 

er 

Farm 

$ 

$  49 

$ 

49 

1077 

970 

2098 

1743 

98 

71 

132 

84 

177 

96 

541 

562 

108 

37 

2 

1 

75 

58 

18 

5 

$4375  $3676 


Inventory 


Livestock  ----------_-------$ 

Feed  and  grains  --------------- 

Machinery  ------------------ 

Improvements  ----------------- 

Total  inventory  change  ----_------$ 


$  893  $  120 

119  -281 

122  -33 

-71  -113 


$1063  $-307 


Summary 

Total  cash  income  -------------   -i, 

Total  cash  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  ----------------   -^ 

Total  inventory  change  ----------_-_ 

Receipts  less  expenses  -----------   -^ 


$4375  $3576 
2614   1917 


$1761  $1759 
1063   -307 


$2824  $1452 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  corahined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  tan-year  period,  1924-1933, 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig,  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  dm-ing  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  ecual  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  IS. 2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  v,-ith  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  y/ere  higher  on  Pike  and  Brown  county  farms  in  1935  than  in 
1934  (Table  1).  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $2098  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1743  a  farm  in  1934. 
Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1955  than 
in  1S34;  grain  sales,  hov/ever,  were  less  in  1935,  by  $21.  Total  cash  sales  v/ere 
$699  a  farm  larger  in  1955  than  d-oring  the  previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $697  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  v/as  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $250  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $451  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include;   feeds, 
improvements,  livestock  purchases  and  l3.bor.  Taxes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935 
than  in  1934. 

Livestock  values  continued  upv/ard  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934,  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  only  $119  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
Big  expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of 
$122  a  farm,  as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $33  a  farm  in  1934. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

■<Vlaether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  alv/ays  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms,   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
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Table  2, — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
32  Pike  and  Brovm  Couiity  Farms  in  1935 


11  r.ost 
profitable 

farms 


1 1  ems 

CAPITAL   IITVZSTl.EUTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  __-_-------- 

Hogs _---___ 

Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  _____-__-_- 

Machinery  and  e equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  aupplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 

RECEIPTS  A2?D  '.TZT  H'CRIASES 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales   ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPENSES  AIJD  ITST  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases 

Machinery  and  ec-oipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  -_--  ------ 

Taxes  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES  

Total  lanpaid  labor  -------- 

Operator ' slabor  -__-_-_- 
Fajnily  labor  ---------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ---------- 

RATE  EARITSD  ON  INVSSTl^NT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management   -  -  -  -  - 

5^  of  capital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  AND  MANAGSI.SIPT  V?AGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
32  far~s 


11  least 
profitable 
farms 


$  15  971 

3  282 

2  118 

376 

1  151 

445 

99 

47 

912 

1  083 

$  23  365 


$  17  709 

3  486 

3  238 

424 

2  056 

636 

71 

51 

1  175 

1  335 


$  25  943 


$  14  523 

3  219 

1  245 

304 

624 

237 

41 

39 

796 

795 

$  20  578 


}44 


29 

1  252 

2  337 
106 

69 

74 

177 


$ 5_ 


09- 


32 

2  202 

3  380 

97 

47 

70 

268 


75 

18 


75 

10 


$  4  137 


$  6  181 


$  2  152 

12 

646 

1  211 

42 

81 

57 

113 


99 

$ zrr 

$  2  261 


199 


231 
340 

48 
118 
191 
157 

29 


235 


282 
517 

75 
140 
295 
189 

29 


$   1  313 


$   1  762 


$" 


175 


195 
94 
19 
85 
76 

141 
30 

815 


$   2  824 

691 
534 
157 

2  133 

9.13^ 

2  667 
1  168 

^  1  499 


$  4  419 

718 
532 
186 

3  701 

15.74^ 

4  253 
1  347 

^   2  886 


$   1  446 

759 
540 
199 

707 

3.44j^ 

1  247 
1  029 

^    218 
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be  abnormally  lii^h  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  exariiple  of  this  kind  aay  be 
seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  ho^s,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more 
profitable  year  than  most  other  specialised  £;roups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has 
his  business  veil  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  ovm  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors 
causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  t:.ioe  of  production  in  a  particular  year. 
Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  sho^v  good  ej.rnings 
because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  cror)  yields 
and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Pike  and  Brown  county  f?jrms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a 
difference  of  $2994  per  farm  between  the  average  net  e?rnin°;s  of  tliat  third  of  the 
farms  which  wer  the  :nont  profitable  and  that  third  v/hich  were  the  least  profitable 
in  1935.   The  average  net  e?xnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $3701  and  $707  respec- 
tively (Table  2).   Of  this  difference  $1398  was  in  inventory  and  $1575  was  in  cash. 
The  rest  of  the  difference,  amounting  to  $21,  was  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded 
cash  expenses  by  $3545  for  one  group  and  by  $971  for  the  other  (Table  3),   The  cash 
balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  in- 
terest on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.  ^.Tiere  the  cash  earnings 
were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences, 
health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the 
standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Sarnings 

In  size,  there  was  aji  average  difference  of  53  acres  between  t.iat  tnird 
of  the  farms  which  was  most  profitable  and  tnat  third  v/hich  was  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  per  farm  averaging  259  and  215  respectively.  The  land  on  the  more 
profitable  farms  was  loss  tillable,  by  2.7  percent;  and  the  valuation  per  acre  was 
less,  by  $1  on  the  least  profitable  farms.  The  total  investment  per  farm  on  im- 
provements was  greater  on  the  farms  which  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid 
the  least,  but  the  investment  was  spread  over  more  acres,  resulting  in  a  smaller 
value  of  improvements  per  acre  by  $1.94  in  favor  of  the  nost  profitable  fa.rms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies  i  a  much  greater  difference  is  founcV  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Pike  and 
Brown  county  f^rms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $5181 
ajid  $2251  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1762  and  $815  respectively 
(Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $23.02  aind  $10.48  and  the  expenses 
$9.24  and  $7,20  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  various  crops  in  pike  and  Brown  counties 
was  abnormal  in  1935.   This  was  due  not  only  to  the  wet  v/eather  in  the  spriiig  of 
1935  which  decreased  the  usual  plantings  but  also  to  the  chinch  bugs  and  drou^a^lit  of 
the  previous  'j&ex   which  tended  to  throw  cropping  systems  out  of  balance.  Much  of 
the  land  that  would  normally  h:>ve  gone  in  standard  grain  crops  for  the  area  was 
either  seeded  to  buckwheat,  rye  and  other  special  crops  or  left  idle  or  fallow. 
Idle  or  fallow  land  was  classified  with  other  cultivated  crops. 

Handico.ps  of  unseasonable  weather  vrere  better  overcome  on  tliat  third  of 
the  farms  which  were  most  profitable  than  on  th-t  third  which  were  least  profitable, 
there  being  14,4  percent  more  corn  and  21.5  percent  lass  other  cultivated  crops 
(including  idle  and  fallow  land)  on  the  fai'ms  that  paid  the  best  than  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  least.   The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  vr-s  miusually 
high  on  both  gro'jps  of  farms. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helpinj  to  Analyze  the  Fnrm  Business  on 
32  Pike  and  Brovm  Co'inty  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
32  farms 

11  most 

profitable 

farms 

11  least 
profitable 
farms 

$ 
$ 

236.8 

68.5 

17.47 
8.46 
9.01 

57. 

13.86 

99. 

^ 
^ 

268.5 

56.4 

23.02 

9.24 
13.78 

)  66. 
12.98 

100. 

$ 
$ 

215.8 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

69.1 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  __---_- 
Total  exoenses  ver   acre  __---_- 

$ 

10.48 
7.20 

Net  receipts  oer  acre  -------- 

3.28 

Value  of  land  oer   acre  -__-___ 

- 
Value  of  imorovements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

57. 
14.92 

Total  investmaat  oer  acre  ------ 

95. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

25.7 
12.4 
9.8 
.5 
14.3 
20.2 
17.1 

31.1 

10.5 

9.8 

.8 

9.5 

15.5 

21.8 

16.7 

Oats- -_- 

9.4 

:7hGat -____--_-_ 

11.1 

Soybeans  for  i,rain  -------- 

.5 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

31.0 

Legijme  hay  and  pasture  __-_-- 

15.1 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  _  - 

15.1 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

41.8 
31.8 
13.3 

41.9 
39.3 
14.4 

34.8 

Oi.ts,  bu.  per  acre  __-_---_ 

25.4 

Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

12.8 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Pot  +  1(=     -___   —   _____       -- 

^ 

$ 

2064. 
195. 

52. 
251. 

6.8 
178. 
54. 

9.18 
15.96 

^ 

2802. 
215. 

104. 

202. 

6.9 
192. 
79. 
13.05 
2.58 

$ 

1129. 
190. 

92. 

275. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  ------- 

7.1 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 

156. 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

$ 

31. 
5.71 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

9,96 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$ 

20. 
7.59 
2.13 
3.45 

4.4 
172. 

$ 

$ 

15. 
7.21 
2.13 
3.11 

4.5 
154. 

$ 
$ 

33.-  ■ 
9.03 

Machinery  cost  oer  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 

2.34 

Power  ajid  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

3.88 

Number  of  wor-c  horses  -------- 

3.8 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  liorses  ----- 

$ 

140. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$ 

.84 

.65 

$ 

.88 

.70 

$ 

.81- 
.65 

Cash  balance  __--_-_----- 
Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

$ 

$ 
$ 

1751. 
1053. 

9.13^ 
4137. 

$ 
$ 

2546. 
1873. 

I3.745J 
5181. 

$ 
$ 

971. 
475. 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  - 

i 

3.44^ 

Sross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 

$ 

2251. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Sfiiciency  of  Various  parts  of  Your  Business, 

Pike  and  Brown  Counties  1935 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  pa:,e  are  the  averages  for  the 
32  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  nuiriber  measuring  the  efficiency  of  yoiar  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  your 
locality. 


Rate  earned 
on  investment 
1 

Croo  yields 

Hogs:   Income  per 
litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales 
per  dairy  cow 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100  of 
feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

O 

c;5 
O 

G-ross 
receipts 

Qi 

•H 

CO 
r-t 

u 
o 
o 

CO 

CO 
4J 

a 
o 

CO 
r-\ 

CO 

u 
o 

cd 

d 

1 

Power  and 
machinery 

o 

u 

o 

Per  farm 

i:.5 

52 

47 

24 

253 

104 

351 

270 

2.69 

.95 

10 

2563 

3261 

27 

5637 

387 

15.0 

58 

44 

22 

238 

94 

331 

255 

3.69 

1.45 

12 

2263 

2961 

25 

5137 

357 

13.5 

54 

41 

20 

223 

84 

311 

240 

4.69 

1.95 

14 

1963 

2661 

23 

5637 

327 

12.0 

50 

38 

18 

208 

74 

291 

225 

5.69 

2.45 

16 

1663 

2361 

21 

5137 

297 

10.5 

46 

35 

16 

193 

64 

271 

210 

6.69 

2.95 

18 

1353 

2061 

19 

4637 

267 

9.13 

41.8 

31.8 

13.3 

178 

54 

251 

195 

7.69 

3.45 

20 

1063 

1751 

17.47 

4137 

237 

7.5 

38 

29 

12 

163 

44 

231 

180 

8.69 

3.95 

22 

763 

1461 

15 

3537 

207 

6.0 

34 

26 

10 

148 

34 

211 

155 

9.59 

4.45 

24 

463 

1161 

13 

3137 

177 

4.5 

30 

23 

8 

133 

24 

191 

150 

10.59 

4.  £5 

25 

153 

861 

11 

2537 

147 

3.0 

26 

20 

6 

118 

14 

171 

135 

11£9 

5.45 

28 

-137 

561 

9 

2137 

117 

1   1.5 

22 

17 

4 

103 

4 

151 

120 

12  £9 

5.95 

30 

-437 

261 

7 

1637 

87 

32U 
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Greater  ci'op  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  7.1  bushels  of  corn,  13.9  b-ashels 
of  oats,  and  1.5  bushels  of  wheat  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage  over 
the  least  profitable  farms.  Similar  advantages  axe  always  apparent  in  faxm  iianage- 
ment  studies,  and  .'nany  of  the  niore  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net  earn- 
ings by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  11 
farms  thc.t  paid  the  best  were  $7.34  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $1673  per  farm  more  than  on  the  11  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Hetiirns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter  of  pi^s  farrowe« 
and  the  dairr  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on  the  more  profitable 
farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  best,  there  v/as  a  return  of  $216  as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $190  for 
the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  sec^jred  with  an  expense 
of  $7,21  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.11  for  pov/er  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$10.32  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  groi:^) 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$9.03  for  labor  and  $3.88  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $12.91.  Improvement 
cost  per  acre  was  7  cents  more,  and  taxes  per  acre  were  5  cents  more  on  the  farms 
that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  ?/age  allowance  for  family  labor 
and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of  farms  gave 
an  average  return  for  operator's  l.^bor  and  management  of  $2886,  while  the  least 
profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  $218. 
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Vaxiations  in  Sarnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  cor.iproxison  of  production,  income  aiid  expenses  on  the  accounting  farms  on 
pike  and  3rovm  co-unties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  'because  of  the  changes 
in  price  level.  Yields  of  corn  and  oats  were  much  tetter  in  1935  than  in  1934,.  yet 
the  income  from  crops  was  only  $152  more  than  it  '7as  in  1934.  Livestock  income,  on 
the  other  hand,  was  $1158  more  tlian  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  diiring  tiie  five  years  ranged  from  $6.79  to  $12.34, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $7.39  to  $17.47,  the  latter  fi.,;;\ire  hein^  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  S-vrnings  suad  Investments  on  Accounting 
F?-.rras  in  Pike  and  Brown  Counties  for  1931-1935 


w 


1933^/ 


_^ Items 

number  of  f?xms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 

Gross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  _  _  _ 
Net  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  Isnd  per  acre 
Total  investuent  oer  acre  -  -  -  - 


193 


1932 


1934 


1935 


43 
218 

9.43 
12.34 
-2.91 


30 
248 


7 

9.09 
-1.70 


^1$ 


Investment  per  farm 
Total  livestock  - 
Cattle  ----- 

Hogs  -  

Poultry  -  _  _  -  - 


in: 


Gross  income  oer  farm 


Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops   ----------- 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  - 

Total  livestock  ------ 

Cattle  ----------- 

Dairy  sales  __----_- 

Hogs 

Poultry  ---------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  cr^rn  in  bu.  -  -  - 
Average  yield  of  v/heat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.  -  -  - 


$   93 
137 


$  2870 
1353 

645 
120 

$  2056 


$  -548 

47 

2009 

415 

211 

1211 

152 

$  1575 

42 
24 

35 


72 

110 


$  2521 

1426 

554 

80 

$  1834 


$  -427 
52 
1782 
483 
180 
983 
104 

$  1094 

55 
34 
34 


47 
252 

12.24 
5.79 
5.45 


$  82 
108 


$1495 
567 
328 

80 

$3087 

$1559 

36 

1492 

263 

161 

902 

29 

$1286 

42 
17 
24 


32 
250 

$  11.31 
3.73 
3.08 

$  71 
102 


$2057 

1144 

451 

45 


$2949 


$-502 

63 

2686 

849 

j    96 

i  1738 

77 

$1759 

6 

18 

7 


32 
237 

17.47 
8.46 
9.01 

67 
99 


$  2113 

1151 

445 

47 

$  4137 


$  -340 

93 

4044 

1252 

177 

.2337 

143 

$  1761 

42 
13 
32 


1/  Records  from  Pike,  Brov/n,  and  Cass  Counties  included  for  1931. 

2/  Records  from  Pike,  5rov;n,  Mason,  and  Cass  Counties  included  for  1933. 
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Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amoiint  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  co^jnties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1),  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bilow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  pnrt  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  v/ere 
much  belov;  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  "by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more;  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1936. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'lring  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
Janixary  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  iiad  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  Jan'oary  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).  Corn  was 
worth  85  cents  a  bushel  in  Jamiary,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan-oary  1935  but  wer'  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.23 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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11^>TUAL  FARH  BUSI17ESS  R3P0RT  CN  THIRTY-ONS 
FARMS  III  AUAIvIS  COUIjTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P,  E.  Johnston,  J.  3.  Cunnin^a^n,  J.  Ackerman 

Tlie  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Adams  couiity  continued  upward  in  1S35  and 
net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  31  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $1081  as 
compared  with  $625  for  1934,  $867  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $612  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $571  lower  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3126  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2063  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1063, 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1534  per  farm.   Inventory  clianges  and  unpaid  oper- 
ator and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting 
basis  but  not  'jnder  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy 
between  the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $756  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
a  loss  of  $242  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accoimts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  a,rea  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  tae 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  pajnrolls  in  the  United  States  in  Jp.rms^xy, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  -^.s  contrasted  with  an  index  of  S4 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  groap  of  industrial  cor- 
porations reported  by  a  nationally  lcnov;n  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6,5  per- 
cent on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compred  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  nis  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accou^its  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  mann.geraent  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accouiits  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  S,  F.  Russell,  farm  adviser  in  Adams  county,  cooperated  in  supervis- 
ing and  collecting  the  records  on  v/hich  this  report  is  based. 


32g 


-2- 


Table  1. — Cash  Income,    Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
31  Accounting  Farms   in  Adams  County,    1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  f;irm 

Horses _____ $              $      75$      61 

Cattle 102  214 

Hogs 50  98 

Sheep 23  5 

Poultry  and  esgs  _  -  -  -  -  14  14 

Dairy  sales-  ------- 

Feed  and  grains-  -----  542  822 

Machinery 524  360 

Improvements  -------  186  98 

Labor 165  135 

Miscellaneous-  ------  25  20 

Livestock  expense-  -  -  -  -  25  64 

Crop  expense  -------  129  128 

Taxes 191  221 


Cash 

income  pi 

sr 

farm 

$ 

$  89 

$ 

59 

360 

851 

1317 

1538 

63 

50 

175 

139 

228 

201 

575 

817 

107 

50 

4 

11 

92 

142 

16 

6 

Total $      $2053  $2240     $      $3126  $3874 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock --_$      $  570  $  -10 

Feed  and  strains-  -----------------         101  -153 

Machinery __-_-          77  12 

Improvements  -------------------  8  -91 

Total  inventory  change  -------  -_-_$      $  756  $-242 


Summary 

Total  cash  income-  --_---__-__-----$      $3126  $3874 

Total  cash  ex-pense  ----------------  2053  2240 

Cash  balance ___$      $1063  $1634 

Total  inventory  change  -------------- 756  -242 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------------$      $1819  $1392 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Fam  earnings  were  lietter  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  corn'oined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924- 
1933.   There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (see 
Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  durin^-j  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  ^rain  farms.   In  Decenher,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  15,2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.  Tlae  price  of  corn  and  oa.ts  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  averaged  $748  lower  on  Mams  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
the  total  cash  sales  for  these  years  being  $5126  and  $3374  respectively  (Table  1), 
Grain  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  payments,  aver&.ged  $575  a  farm  in 
1935  as  coOTxDared  with  $817  a  fsirm  in  1934.   Sales  of  cattle  and  hogs,  including 
Agricultural  Adjustment  pa.yments,  were  also  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934.  Poultry 
and  egg  sales,  however,  were  $35  a  farm  higher  last  year  than  during  the  previous 
year. 

Cash  farm  expendit'-tres  were  lov/er  in  1935  than  in  1934,  by  $177,  there 
being  less  money  spent  for  livestock,  feed,  and  taxes. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  large _ increase  in 
inventory.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the  opposite  price  trend 
during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the  inventory  value  was 
only  $101  more  at  the  end  of  the  year  tlian  at  the  beginning.   Big  expenditures  for 
machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $77  per  farm,  as  compared 
v.'ith  an  increase  of  $12  per  farm  in  1934.   In  1935  there  was  enough  money  spent  on 
improvements  to  increase  their  value  by  $8  as  compared  with  a  smaller  amount  of 
money  spent  the  previous  year,  which  resulted  in  a  $91  decrease  per  farm. 

Variations  in  B.rm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  econondc  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  thy  individual  farmer  can  control.   Hovvever,  the  sajne  degro-e  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  r^la,tive  profit  or  loss  on 
one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  r.my  fall  in  the  high-  or  lov/-income 
group  becausa  the;  operator  is  spccialisin,',"  in  products  that  happen  to  bo  abnormally 
high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  exaimjld  of  this  kind  may  be  seen  in  the 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
31  Adams  Comity  FoTins  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
31  farms 


10  mos  t 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 
farms 


CAPITAL   IITV3ST1EI-ITS 

Land  ----------- 

Farm  iinprovements-  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  tot-^l-  -  -  -  -  - 

Horses  --------- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs  ---------- 

Slieep  --------- 

Poultry-  -------- 

Machinery  and  equipment-  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  - 

Total  capital  investment 


$14  085 

3  727 

1  384 

442 

540 

269 

65 

67 

1  141 

958 

$21  295 


$12  978 

3  715 

1  381 

352 

579 

255 

136 

59 

1  139 

922 

$20  135 


$13  284 
2  953 

1  272 

512 

522 

171 

15 

52 

1  258 

1  255 


$20  032 


RECEIPTS  Al-JD  lUT   INCREASES 


Livestock  total- 


52f 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry-  ----------- 

Egg  sales-  ---------- 

Dairy  sales-  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &   net  increases 


EXPENSES  AtlD  ITET  DECREASES 


480 
509 
75 
37 
107 
228 

234 
92 
16 


$  2  870 


Farm  improvements-  -  -  - 

Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment- 
Feed,  grain  aaid  supplies 
Livestock  expense-  -  -  - 


Crop  expense  -_-__----_ 

Hired  labor-  ---------- 

Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &   net  decreases 


$  3  001 

45 

569 
1  855 

107 
68 
55 

292 

546 

103 

47 

$  3  597 


$  1 


174 


340 

25 
129 

165 

191 

_26 

051 


212 


298 

31 
131 
174 
182 

28 


$  1  055 


$  1  753 

35 

376 

917 

76 

68 

97 

133 

149 
115 

2 

$  2  019 


155 


357 

16 
141 
221 
231 

20 


$  1  141 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES 


Total  unpaid  labor-  ---___. 

Operator's  labor  ------- 

Family  labor  --------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 

management-  ---------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  INVEST13NT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 

labor  and  management-  -  -  -  -  _ 
5^  of  capital  invested  -  -  _  -  - 
LABOR  AbTD  MANAGEISNT  V.'AGS 


$  1  819 

738 
527 
211 

1  081 
5.08$fa 


641 


508 
055 


543 


584 
531 
153 

1  957 
9.72^ 

2  488 
1  007 

$  1  481 


$   873 

722 
525 
197 

155 
.785^ 

681 
1  002 


$ 
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1935  records,  producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs, and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable 
year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business 
well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic 
changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or 
low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.  Some  farms 
that  are  •/ell  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  .because 
they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.  High  crop  yields  and 
efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Adams  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference 
of  $1801  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which 
was  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was  the  least  profitable  in  1935, 
The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $1957  and  $155  respectively  (Table 
2).   Of  this  difference,  $573  was  in  inventory,  $1190  was  in  cash,  and  $38  was  in 
unpaid  operator's  and  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1735  for  one 
group  and  by  $545  for  the  other  (Table  3).  The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by 
these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and 
to  pay  liviUij;  e>:penses.   Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  avail- 
able to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation, 
and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  more  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  the  study  averaged  14  acres 
smaller  than  the  least  profitable,  the  total  acreage  averaging  191  and  205  respec- 
tively.  Hov¥ever,  the  land  was  more  tillable  on  the  more  profitable  farms  leaving 
the  acreage  available  for  crops  approximately  the  same  for  the  two  groups  of  farms. 
The  value  of  land  and  of  improvements  per  acre,  however,  was  considerably  higher  on 
the  more  profitable  farms.  Tlie  total  investment  per  acre  was  $105  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  most  as  compared  to  $100  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Adams  county  farms  in  1955,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$3697  and  $2019  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1055  and  $1141  respec- 
tively (Table  2). 

One  important  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  between  these  groups 
was  the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $906  a  farm  on  the  high-income  farms 
during  the  year,  and  only  $333  on  the  low-income  gro\:5). 

The  percent  of  tilLabla  land  in  vpxious  crops  in  Adams  county  was  abnormal 
in  1935.   This  was  due  not  only  to  the  wet  weather  in  the  spring  of  1935  which  inter- 
fered with  the  intended  plantings  of  crops  but  also  to  the  drought  and  chinch  bugs 
of  the  previous  year  which  tended  to  throw  cropping  systems  out  of  balance.  Much 
of  the  land  that  would  normally  have  been  planted  to  standard  grain  crops  for  the 
area  was  either  planted  to  special  crops,  left  idle  or  fallow,  or  kept  in  liay  and 
pasture. 

Handicaps  of  \inseasonable  weather  were  better  overcome  on  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  was  most  profitable  than  on  that  third  which  was  least  profitable, 
as  indicated  by  a  larger  percent  of  the  land  in  corn  and  a  smaller  percent  ox'  the 
land  in  other  cultivated  crops.   The  percent  of  tilldsle  land  in  hay  and  pasture 
was  high  on  both  groups  of  farms. 
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Table  3, — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
31  Adams  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
31  farms 

10  most 
profitable 
farms 

10  least 
profitable 

farms 

Size  of  farm — acres  -------- 

$ 
$ 

208.4 
74.8 

13.77 
8.58 
5.19 

63. 
17.88 

102. 

191.4 
78.3 

$   19.32 
9.10 

10.22 

$  68. 
19.41 

105. 

205.4 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  - 

73.2 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------ 

Total  expenses  per  acre  ------ 

$, 

$   9.83 
9.07 

Net  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

.76 

Value  of  land  per  acre  -----  - 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  - 

$ 

$  65. 
14.38 

Total  investment  per  acre  ----- 

100. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

24.9 
22.0 
10.0 
4.3 
6.1 
IS. 9 
12.8 

26.2 
20.2 
10.5 
3.5 
5.0 
16.5 
18.0 

19.7 

21.4 

15.7 

Soybeans  for  grain  ------- 

,  ,. 

1.7 

Other  cultivated  crops   _  -  -  _  _ 

6.5 

Legume  hay  and  pasture-  ----- 

23.8 

No n- legume  hay  and  pasture-  -  -  - 

11.2 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre-  ------- 

35.2 
31.1 

15.0 

42.2 
37.7 
15.5 

33.4 

Oats ,  bu.  per  acre-  ------- 

30.1 

Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  ------- 

14.7 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.S, 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed 

$ 

$1315. 
188. 

109. 
23S. 
6.6 

$  143. 
41. 

5.77 
11.85 

$1403. 
211. 

132. 

208. 

6.6 

$  131. 

38. 

5.56 
15.44 

$1280. 
134. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

PQttla____         _         __     __ 

87. 

266. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter-  ------ 

5.5 

Income  per  litter  farrowed-  -  -  -  - 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ----- 

$ 

$  148. 
42. 

Investment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A. 

5.00 

Receipts  from  productive  L.S.  per  A. 

8.35 

Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  - 

$ 

$ 
$ 

30. 
6.98 
2.76 
3.98 

4.4 
212. 

$  22. 
7.20 
2.67 
4.02 

4.2 
$  196. 

$  44. 
7.60 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  - 

3.05 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  A. 
Number  of  v/orlc  horses  ------- 



4.56 
4.8 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$  213. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ----- 



^ 

.85 
.92 

$   1.11 
.95 

$    .75 
1.12 

5 

$1053. 
756. 
5.08 
$2870. 

$1735. 
906. 
9.72 
$3597. 

$  545. 
333. 

Increase  in  inventory  ------- 

Rate  fco.rned  on  investment  -  percent 

.78 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------ 

0 

$2019. 
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Cliart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Paxts  of  Your  Busi- 
ness, Aiaxns  County  1935 

The  nvunbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 

31  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 

drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  numher  measuTing  the  efficiency  of  your 

farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  conrpare  your  efficiency  v/ith  that  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 
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(Jreater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  8.8  bushels  of  corn,  7.6 
bushels  of  oats  and  1.8  bushels  of  v/heat  gave  the  10  most  profitable  farms  a  big 
advantage  over  the  10  least  profitable  farms.  In  most  farm  management  studies  the 
effect  of  high  crop  yields  on  relative  earnings  is  very  apparent,  and  many  of  the 
most  efficient  farmers  are  attempting  to  increase  their  net  incomes  by  the  adoption 
of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre, , 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  liandled 
were  the  two  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.  The  10  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average 
investment  of  $1255  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $1027  on  the  least 
profitable  groi:^).  This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $6.56  and  $5,00 
respectively,  from  which  the  receipts  were  $15,44  and  $8.36  per  acre  for  tne  two 
groups.   The  high  income  group  fed  more  feed  per  farm  than  did  the  other  ,?:roup, 
and  for  each  $100  v/orth  of  feed  fed  received  $211  in  livestock  returns  conipared 
with  $134  for  the  other  group.  Other  kinds  of  livestock  enterprises  were  rela- 
tively more  profitable  than  dairying  in  1935,  the  advance  in  prices  of  other  live- 
stock being  more  pronounced  than  the  advaiice  in  prices  of  dairy  products.  This 
tended  to  throw  dairy  farmers  in  the  low-income  group,  and  accounts  for  dairy 
sales  per  dairy  cow  being  lower  on  the  other  group  of  farms. 

Fnile  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  situation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.  These  results  whould  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  undue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose  in- 
comes are  largely  limited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  v.-as  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $7.20  per  acre  for  labor  and  $4.02  for  power  and  'lachinery,  or  a  total  of 
$11.22  for  these  tv/o  important  items  of  e:vpense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  fajrms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$7.60  for  labor  and  $4.56  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $12.16. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  total  investment,   the  more  successful  operators  had  $1481  left  for  their 
labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $321  of  having 
enough  income  to  pay  all  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  capital)  and 
had  nothin.i  left  for  their  labor  or  management. 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  coniparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting 
farms  in  Adams  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes 
in  price  level.   Corn  and  oat  yields  were  much  better  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
1935  than  in  1934.  The  cash  balance  was  lower  in  1935  tlian  in  1934  but  slightly 
higher  than  in  any  of  the  other  three  years.  Since  the  drought  of  1934  greatly 
decreased  the  yields  of  corn  and  oats  which  resulted  in  a  feed  shortage,  livestock 
herds  and  flocks  were  greatly  depleted.   This  had  a  depressing  effect  on  farm 
earnings  in  1935, 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  $8.11  to 
$12.82,  while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $5.81  to  $13,77,  the  latter  figure 
being  for  1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Adams  Coixnty  for  1931-1935 


Items 

Ntimber  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres-  - 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Uet  income  per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre- 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle-  ----------- 

Hogs- 

Poultry  ----------- 


1931 


1932 


1933 


1934 


1S35 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income- 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


178 

$  8,69 
12.82 
-4,13 

$   87. 
131. 


$1915. 
802. 
592. 
115. 

$1543. 


$-388. 

63. 

1480, 

38. 

390. 

861. 

166. 


! 

Ctish  balance-  ----------|$  906. 

I 
I 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.-  -  -  |    39 

Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  -  I    23 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.-  -  -  j    41 


30 
210 


5.81 

8.72 

-2.91 


$  77, 
113, 


$1594. 

674. 

393, 

77. 


$-152, 

74, 
1149. 
239. 
165. 
597. 
116. 

$  860, 

50 
12 
40 


30 
217 


$  12,16  I  $ 
8,16  ■ 
4.00 


$  78, 
111, 


$1629, 

748. 

341, 

86, 

$2638, 


$  733. 

52. 

1853. 

323. 

261. 

1077. 

113. 

$1009. 

45 
19 
25 


31 
243 

10,69 
8.11 
2.58 


$  79. 
110. 


$1662. 

739. 

410. 

59, 

$2594. 


$-158. 
148. 
2446. 
592. 
201. 
1437. 
130. 

$1634. 

6 

15 

4 


31 
208 

$  13.77 
8.58 
5.19 

$  68. 
102. 


$1384. 

540. 

259. 

67, 

$2870. 


$  234. 
108. 
2528. 
480. 
223. 
1509. 
174. 

$1063. 

35 
15 
31 
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Variation  ir.  Cron  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  atove  the  average  in  some  coionties  and 
below  avera?;ij  in  other  counties  (figure  1).  -The  1935  corabined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  aoove 
the  yield  of  the  sarr.a  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  v.'heat  and  oats  yields  v/ere  li^^low  average. 

Yields  v.'cre  much  ahove  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belov,-  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  v/est-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  oy  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  h'_giiining  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  fo,rm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  virhich  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
Dioring  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bo-jght  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -Droducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  193d. 

The  relationship  betv/een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'lring  1935.   For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  jrain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1902-1914  level,  but  liad  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  daring  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Jan'iary,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  r.hsre  calculated  on  the  1921-1329  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  h-undred  in 
Jan'oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December,  3cef  cattle  advanced  from  $6,55 
to  $7.90,  and  la-mbs  from  $7.57  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1  ,65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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Annual  Farm  Business  Hex^ort  on  Thirty-Six 
Farms  in  Effingham  County,  Illinois,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  CiJiinini::han,  S.  L.  Sauer* 

Farm  earnings  in  Effingham  coiinty  were  slightly  lower  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  but  were  much  above  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933.  Records  from 
36  accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $799,  as  compared 
with  $1029  for  1934,  $338  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $442  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  incomes  averaged  $304  per  farm  higher  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  v/as  $2754  in  1935;  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $1439  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1265. 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $961  a  farm.   Inventory  increases  were  much  smaller 
in  1935  than  in  1954,  v;hich  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the 
accounting  ba,sis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $150  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted 
with  $636  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  aver- 
a.fe  farm  conditions.   Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  oaruings  of 
all  farms  in  an  s,rea  are  lower  than  for  f,arms  included  in  this  accounting  ser- 
vice.  The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers 
who  are  more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agricult-jre  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in 
January,  1935,  were  76  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  'rith  an 
index  of  64  for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of 
industrial  corooratio.is  reported  by  a  nationally  'K.no\-ni   baiilc  showed  average  earn- 
ings of  5.5  percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4 
percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  raana,ger,  but  at  the  end 
of  the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  oi  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor, 
his  capital,  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compc'J-e  the 
economic  well-being  of  f.arraers  vv'ith  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of 
corporo-tions  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  tiiis  is  a  ca,sh  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  betv/een  capital  and  manage- 
ment . 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  w?^e  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living 
from  the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in 
this  report.  For  a  gi'oup  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm 
Bureau  F'^Jrm  i,:anagement  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the 
farm  was  $353  per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estirap.ted  on  the  basis  of 
wholesale  prices  for  farm  products. 


*V.  D.  Brans,  farm  adviser  in  Effingham  County,  cooperated  in  super- 
vising and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Ta'ble  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
Accounting  Farms  in  Effinfhan  Cooiity,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

farm       Aver.      Aver. 
Items  1935        1935        1934 


Cash  Expense  -per  Farm 

Horses   -------$              $        56$  44 

Cattle -__  91  26 

Hogs 22  9 

Sheep 4  2 

Poultry  and  eggs    -   -  25  23 

Dairy  sales      -   -   -   -  —  

Feed  and  graans   -  -  219  185 

Machinery  -  - 564  241 

Improvements  -  -  -  -  117  77 

Lahor 102  57 

Miscellaneous   -  -  -  25  28 

Livestock  expense-  -  37  19 

Crop  expense  -  -  -  -  111  83 

Taxes _  _  _  _  105  105 


Yovir 

farm   Aver. 

Aver, 

1935   1935 

1934 

Cash  Income  per  Farm 

$      $   75 

$   20 

576 

192 

426 

237 

34 

31 

417 

312 

447 

397 

450 

496 

222 

96 

1 

— 

91 

78 

5 

2 

Total $      $1  489  $   900      $      $2  754  $1  861 


Inventory  Changes 

Livestocl- $      $  +253  $  +136 

Peed  and  grains-  ----_---__--___  -332   +558 

Machinery-  ________________  +218   +  9 

Improvements  ------------__-_-    +  11   -  37 

Total  inventory  change  -----_-_-_-  (j.              $  +150  $  +556 


Summary 

Total  cash  income-  _----___  ____  $      $2  754  $1  361 

Total  cash  expense  -_--__--__--__    1  439    900 

Cash  balance  -  -  ___________  $      $i  255  $  951 

Total  inventor;'  change  ---____----_ 150    666 

Receipts  less  expenses  ----_--_----  $      $1  415  $1  627 
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Farining  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  tetter  in  1935  than  in  1954  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period  1924- 

1933.  There  v/as  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state, 
(See  Fig.  1.) 

Price  changes  which  took  place  d^jring  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
those  farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  F^xm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Effingham  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Cattle  sales  averaged  $576  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  v/ith  $192  a 
farm  in  1934,   Sales  of  hogs,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy  products  were  also 
larger  in  1935  than  in  1954;  grain  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935  than  in 

1934.  Total  cash  sales  were  $893  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $589  a  farm  higher  in  1935  than  in 
1934.   The  largest  increase  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense v/as  $241  a,  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $564  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out. 
Other  items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include: 
feeds,  improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  p^orchases ,  and  labor.   Taxes  were 
exactly  the  same  per  farm  in  both  years. 

Livestock  inventories  were  higher  at  the  end  of  1935  than  at  the 
beginning,  as  were  also  inventories  of  machinery  and  improvements.   Inventories 
of  feed  and.  grains  on  the  other  hand  were  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at 
the  beginning.   The  net  increase  in  inventorj^  for  the  year  was  $150  a  farm,  as 
contrasted  with  an  increase  of  $666  for  1934.  The  inventory  increase  for  feed 
and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934. 

VariatiOxi  in  Farm  Earnings 

T;7hether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  gro-ops  of  farms,  depend- 
ing on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bear- 
ing on  the  tyve   of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is 
due  to  factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.  However,  the  same  de- 
gree of  'efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative 
profit  or  loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms,  A  farm  may  fall  in 
the  high-  or  low^ncome  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products 
that  happen  to/te-  abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of 
this  kind  m.ay  be  seen  in  the  1935  records.  Prod-ocers  of  "beef  cattle,  hogs,  and 

sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An 
efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 

36  Effinf^liarn  Coiinty  Farrr.s  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL  I!IVE3T!d'?rS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements   ------- 

Livestoch  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  ---------  -- 

Sheep   ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 

RECEIPTS  Ai-TD  I'T2T  I1TCR5ASES 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  pa,yments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Lator  off  farm  -*_------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPEITS3S  Al^Ti   ITST  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Horses  ------  ------ 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases 

Machinery  and  eqioipment  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  --  ------- 

Hired  labor  --.--_-_--- 
Taxes  ------------- 

I'iscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 
RECEIPTS  LESS  EZCPEKSES 

Total  unpaid  labor  --------- 

Operator's  labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Wet  income  from  investment  and 

management  ----  -_---_-_ 

RATE  EARIIED  ON  lUVSSTMEKT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 

labor  and  management   ------- 

5^  of  capital  invested  -_-__-_ 
LABOR  AND  I.CANA5S!3iTT  '.^'AGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
56  farms 


12  most 
profitable 

farm 


12- least 
profitable 

farms 


$  7  948 

1  314 

1  471 

400 

783 

120 

37 

128 

S21 

1  554 

$  15  618 


$   8  158 

1  859 

1  755 

490 

915 

128 

99 

103 

826 

1  250 

$  13  828 


$ 


7  532 

1  550 
1  225 


135 
815 

1  495 

$  12  719 


$  2  019 

49 
574 
454 

37 
175 
273 
447 


91 

5 

$  2  115 


$  2  627 

74 
788 
599 

90 
155 
290 
520 


84 
6 

$   2  717 


$  _1. 


74 
1 

$   1  535 


$ 


105 


124 

90 

37 

111 

102 

105 

25 

700 


105 


157 

30 

44 

145 

159 

107 

25 

774 


$   1  415 

615 
405 
211 

799 
5.87?b 

$   1  204 

581 

$    523 


$   1  945 

545 
401 
145 

1  397 
10.10^ 

$   1  798 

691 

$   1  107 


550 
536 
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by  conditions  of  this  ld.nd  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he 
has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  loarticular  type 
of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  effi- 
ciently operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that 
basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock 
are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  55  Effingham  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  v/as  a 
difference  of  $1,287  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  the  one-third 
most  profitable  and  the  one-third  least  profitable  farms  in  1935,  the  average 
net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  being  $1,397  and  $110  respectively  (Table  1). 
Of  this  difference  $588  was  in  inventory  and  $579  v/as  in  cash.   Sales  exceeded 
cash  expenses  by  $1,532  for  one  group  and  by  $953  for  the  other  (Table  3). 
The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures,  was  the  amoiint  that  was  left 
to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   TVhere  the  cash 
earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home 
conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that 
contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Lov,-  Earnings 

The  most  profitable  one  third  of  the  farms  in  this  study  averaged  229 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one  third  averaged  197  acres,  a  difference  of  32  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  2.7  percent 
higher  but  the  value  per  acre  was  $2.00  less  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   Im- 
provements were  better  on  the  more  profitable  farms,  as  indicated  by  a  $209 
greater  inventory  valuation  (Table  2)  than  was  found  on  the  least  profitable 
farms . 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found 
between  the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  foiind  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Effingham  coixnty  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  be- 
ing $2,717  and  $1,533  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $774  and  $757 
respectively,  (Ta,ble  2). 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year, 
but  the  high  group  took  less  loss  on  this  account  because  of  having  a  smaller 
inventory  of  feed,  grain,  and  supplies  on  January  1,  1935,  by  $246. 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  betv/een  the 
two  groups  of  farms,  the  most  profitable  having  more  hay  and  pasture,  particu- 
larly of  the  legume  type,  and  less  grain  crops  (Table  3).   This  difference  indi- 
cated a  greater  tendency  on  the  part  of  operators  of  the  higher-income  farms 
to  adjust  cropping  systems  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions.   Yields  of 
corn  were  5  bushels  more  and  wheat  6  bushels  more,  while  oats  were  1  bushel 
less  per  acre  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  beet. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled 
were  the  tv/o  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   The  12  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average 
of  $509  more  money  invested  in  livestock  and  received  $1169  greater  net  retiurns. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Eelpinj,  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
36  Effingham  Comity  Farms  in  1935 


:=P 


Items 

Size  of  farm — acres  ------- 

percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  - 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ----- 
Total  expenses  per  acre  ----- 
Net  receipts  per  acre  -  -  -  -  — 

Value  of  land  per  acre   -  _  -  _  - 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn  ------------- 

Oats  -----  _-_---_ 

iiVheat ____ 

Soybeans  for  gi'S-in  ----- 
Other  cultivated  crops  -  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  - 
Non-legume  hay  and.   pasture  - 

Crop  yields  —  corn,  bu.  per  acru 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre  ■ 
Tneat,  bu.  per  acre 


your 

farm 


Average  of 
56  farms 


12  most 
profitable 

farms 


12   least 
profitable 

farms 


215.7 
86.3 

9.80 
5.10 
3.70 

37. 

8.87 
53. 


228.8 
87.7 

11.88 
0.78 
5.10 

35. 
8.12 

50. 


197.5 
85.0 

7.75 

7.21 

.55 

38. 

8.35 
54. 


15.0 
12.3 
9.0 
3.8 
11.2 
15.1 
32.5 


13.5 

12.5 

9.0 

1.7 

10.0 
19.5 
33.7 


15.5 
10.8 
8.5 
4.1 
11.0 
15.7 
34.3 


25.8 

9.3 

14.9 


30.6 

8.4 

17.8 


11.5 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle  -------- 

PoMltry  -__-_-- 
Pigs  weaned  per  litter  _-__--- 
Income  per  litter  fjtrrowed  -  -  -  -  - 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$  1132. 
174. 

123. 

287. 

7. 

151. 
$   51. 

5.45 
9.13 


$  1245. 
205. 

132. 

330. 

7. 

173. 

$   51. 

6.19 
11,15 


$  1034. 
139. 

110. 

239. 
6.5 

141. 
$   57. 

5.08 
7.29 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income  $_ 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  _' 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acrfe 


Number  of  work  horses  -  -  - 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  - 
Tajces  per  acre-  -.---.—  - 

Cash  balance  --____- 

Increase  in  inventory  -  -  - 
Rate  earned  on  investment  - 
G-ross  receipts  per  fa-jrm  -  - 


32. 
4.80 
.89 
1.88 

4.5 
187, 


24. 
4.63 
1.11 
2.11 

5.0 
215. 


$   43. 

5.25 

.82 

2.08 

3.7 

$   175. 


.49  I  $ 
.49 


.46 
.47 


$     .46 
.53 


jo 


$  1255,    I 
150. 
5.S';^ 
$  2115. 


$  1532. 
411. 
10. IC^ 
$  2717. 


$   953. 
-177. 


.865^ 


$  1533. 
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Chart  lOr  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  "axious  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Effingham  County  1935 

The  numbers  ahove  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  a.verages  for  the 
35  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page. 
3y  drawing  a  line  across  each  coluinn  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 
farm  in  that  factor,  yci  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 
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10.5 
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1.00 
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9.0 
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14.9 
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51 

287 
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1.88 

32 

150 
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9.80 

2115 
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4.5 

24 

5 

13 

150 

40 

270 
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5.80 

2.20 

37 

-50 

960 

8 
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196 

3.0 

21 
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11 

140 

30 

250 

135 

6.80 

2.50 

42 

-250 
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1.5 
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150 

20 
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7.80 

2.80 

47 

-450 
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^ 

500 
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0 

15 

7 
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in 

210 

95 

8.80 

3.10 

52 
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60 

2 
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135 

12 
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0 

190 
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3.40 
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-350 
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For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  tliese  farms  the  re- 
turn was  $205,  while  on  the  low-earnin^  faxrns,  for  tae  same  value  of  feed,  the 
ret'jrn  was  only  $139.   The  ret'jrn  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  was  also  larger 
by  $22,  and  in  poultry  by  $91  for  the  farms  th-t  paid  the  best,  the  returns  per 
$100  invested  in  cattle  on  the  two  gi'oups  of  farms  beinj^  $132  and  $110  respec- 
tively and  in  poultry  $330  and  $239  respectively. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an 
expense  of  $4,53  per  acre  for  labor  and  $2,11  for  power  and  ma.chinery,  or  a 
total  of  >6.74  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on 
the  other  group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown 
by  an  expense  of  $5.25  for  labor  and  $2.0C  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $7.33. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and 
5  percent  interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $1,107 
left  for  their  labor  ajid  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked 
$86  of  having  enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the 
capital)  and  had  nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-Year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  incone  and  expenditures  on  the  accouiiting 
farms  in  Effingham  comity  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  'becaiose  of  the 
changes  in  price  level.   Corn  yields  v/ere  slightly  better  on  the  acco'oriting 
farms  in  1935  than  in  1934,  although  this  was  not  true  for  the  average  of  all 
farms  in  the  county.   Wheat  yields  were  lower  than  for  the  year  previous.   Net 
receipts  per  acre  v;ere  less  than  for  1934,  although  the  cash  balance  per  farm 
was  the  largest  for  any  year  of  the  past  five. 

Tahle  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Effingham  County  for  1931-1935 
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Items 


1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1955 

35 

34 

52 

38 

36 

196 

199 

194 

211 

216 

$   6. 

18 

$   3. 

96 

$   7. 

18 

$  10. 

29 

$   9.80 

5. 

21 

6. 

19 

5. 

44 

5. 

41 

5.10 

"■  • 

03 

-2. 

23 

1. 

74 

4. 

88 

3.70 

40 

37 

36 

36 

37 

67 

64 

62 

60 

63 

1  505 

1  345 

1  312 

1  291 

1  472 

819 

734 

741 

708 

78S 

107 

95 

74 

92 

120 

211 

183 

167 

132 

128 

Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres 

Gross  income  per  acre  ----- 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Net  income  per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  ___-_-  l  505 
Cattle  --------- 

Hogs  ---------- 

Poultry-  -------- 

Gross  income  per  farm 1  210       786     1  394    ,  2  159     2  115 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  _________  214 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  -  -  72 

Total  livestock  ------  924 

Cattle 82 

Dairy  sales   --------  330 

Hogs 132 

Poultry  ----------  363 

Cash  balance 673       526       806       951     1  265 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.   -  -    34        34       22        25        27 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  -    27        13        13        18        15 


— 

396 

868 

-90 

48 

56 

2 

5 

738 

942 

1  221 

2  019 

95 

172 

209 

574 

252 

272 

397 

447 

123 

189 

256 

464 

260 

276 

287 

448 

■ 
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Variation  in  Croo  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  a.Tiount  oi  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  coionties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fig-ore  1).  The  1935  corabined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  below  aver.: 


Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  were 
much  belov/  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  la,rge  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
v/as  less  also  than  at  the  b-jginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  bioy.   For  1934  Illinois  ia.rm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d'xring  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
Janiiary  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v/orth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  v/orth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.33 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cants  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


MS\]AL  TARU   BUSINESS  RZPOHT  ON  FIFTY  T'TO  FARIAS  IN 
CLINTON,  BOND  AIvD  MONTGOIIERY  COUNTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  J.  3.  Wills* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Clinton,  Bond  and  Montgomery  counties 
continued  upward  in  1935,  and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest 
level  in  the  past  five  years.  Records  from  52  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net 
income  per  farm  of  $1308  as  compared  with  $1062  for  1934,  $259  for  1933,  and  a  loss 
of  $542  for  1931. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  incomes  averaged  $721  per  farm  higher  in  1935 
than  in  1934.  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3435  in  1935,  the  average  cash 
business  expenditure  was  $2073  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1363.   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1215  per  farm.  Inventory  increases  were  larger  in  1935 
than  in  1934,  which  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the  accounting 
basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $608  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
$461  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.   Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for 
the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933,   A  group  of  industrial  cor- 
porations reported  by  a  nationally  Icnown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6,6 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934, 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living 
from  the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in 
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*C.  E.  Tv.'igg,  I.  F.  Green  and  Alden  E.  Snyder,  farm  advisers  in  Clinton:, 
Bond  and  Montgomery  counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  re- 
cords on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Tatle  1, — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on  53 
Accounting  Farms  in  Clinton,  Bond,  &   Montgomery  Counties, 

1935  and  1934 


. 

Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver.ll 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver.i/ 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1955 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense   per   farm  Cash  income  per   farm 

Horses $  $70$  63                $ 

Cattle 228  65 

Hogs 122                9 

Sheep 72  26 

Poultry  and  eggs   -  -  19  18 

Dairy  sales     -  -  -  -  

Feed  and  grains  -  -  442  328 

Machinery 509  390 

Improvements  -  -  -  -  119  104 

Lahor 157.  154 

Miscellaneous   -  -  -  23  25 

Livestock  expense  -  29  18 

Crop  expense  -  -  -  -  157  158 

Taxes 126  141        


30 

$  55 

685 

196 

629 

411 

114 

34 

355 

287 

548 

502 

838 

1075 

153 

93 

1 

2 

57 

55 

5 

5 

$  421 

$   4 

102 

434 

114 

67 

-29 

-44 

$  608 

$  451 

Total  $      $2073  $  1500       $      $3456  $2715 


Inventory  Changes 

Livestock  -------------------  $ 

Feed  and  grains  ---------------- 

Machinery  ------------------- 

Improvements      ----------------- 

Total   inventory  change     -----------     $ 


Summery 

Total  cash  income  -_-__--_--___  $      $3436  $2715 

Total  cash  expense  _-----_---_--_   2075  1500 

Cash  balance $      $1353  $1215 

Total  inventory  change  _--_---_----   608  461 

Receipts  less  expenses   -___--------  $      $1971  $1576 


1/   Records  of  Clinton,  Bond,  Monroe,  &  Montgomery  Counties  included  in 
1934 
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this  report,  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau 
Farm  Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  "by  the  farm  was 
$353  per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale 
prices  for  farm  products. 

Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state.   (See  Fig.  1,' 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  po'onds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
those  farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  y;ere  higher  on  Clinton,  Bond  and  Montgomery  county  farms  in 
1935  than  in  1934  (Table  1).   Cattle  sales  averaged  $686  a  farm  in  1935  as  com- 
pared with  $196  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of  hogs,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  dairy 
products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  grain  sales,  however,  v/ere  less  in 
1935  than  in  1934,   Total  cash  sales  were  $721  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Cash  farm  expendit\ires  averaged  $573  a  farm  higher  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average 
e:xpense  for  this  item  was  $590  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $509  in  1935, 
Farmers  for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn 
out.   Other  items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include: 
feeds,  improvements,  and  livestock  purchases.  Taxes  were  slightly  lower  in  1935 
than  in  1934. 

Livestock  inventories  were  higher  at  the  end  of  1935  than  at  the  be- 
ginning, as  'vere  also  inventories  of  machinery  and  improvements.   Inventories 
of  feed  and  grains  on  the  other  hand  were  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at 
the  beginning.   The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high 
in  1934. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Whether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control,   Hov;ever,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
be  abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be 
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Table  2. --Investments ,  Receipts,  Expenses  end  Earnings  on 
52  Clinton,  Bond,  and  l.lontgomery  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL  IKVESTIJENTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs   ---___----__ 

Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment  _  _  _  _ 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  - 

RECEIPTS  AUD  ITST  INCREASES 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales   ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPEITSSS  AND  I^T  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements   ____--- 

Horses   ------------ 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases Bees 

Machinery  and  ec-uipment  -  -  -  - 

Peed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ---_-__ 
Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  -_--_--_-- 
Taxes  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES   

Total  unpaid  labor  -------- 

Operator's  labor  -------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ---__--_-__ 

RATE  EARMD  ON  INVESTIffiNT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5fo   of  capital  invested  ------ 

LABOR  AND  IIANAGEIIENT  IVAGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
52  farms 


1'^  mosT 
profitable 

farms 


17  least 

profitable 

farms 


$  10  336 

2  496 

1  379 

401 

667 

123 

63 

125 

1  074 

1  307 

$  16  592 


$  11  332 

3  006 

1  548 

321 

902 

140 

49 

136 

1  153 

1  490 

$  18  529 


$  10  054 

2  380 

1  325 

408 

578 

109 

127 

103 

1  Oil 

1  187 

$  15  957 


$  2  273 


$  3  416 


9 

7 

599 

1  197 

693 

1  128 

70 

112 

92 

112 

262 

307 

548 

553 

498 

490 

57 

94 

5 

4 

$   2  843 


$   4  004 


$  2 


147 


1 
232 

29 
157 
157 
126 

23 


157 


303 

39 
171 
169 
121 

26 


$ 


872 


$ 


986 


$" 


$   1  971 

S63 
389 
274 


-2 


1  308 
7.88f. 


$ 


1  697 
830 
$    867 


$   3  018 

664 
421 
243 

2  354 

12.71^ 

$  2  775 

926 

$   1  849 


$   1  034 


426 
2.67^ 


$    771 

798 

$    -27 
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sesn  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to 
make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors 
causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular 
year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good 
earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop 
yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Clinton,  Bond,  and  Montgomery  county  farms  included  in  this  re- 
port there  was  a  difference  of  $1928  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of 
the  one- third  most  profitable  and  the  one- third  least  profitable  farms  in  1935, 
the  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  being  $3354  and  $425  respectively. 
(Table  2.),  Of  this  difference  $983  was  in  inventory,  $1001  was  in  cash, and  $56  was 
in  unpaid  operator's  and  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1941  for 
one  group  and  by  $940  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures^  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital 
and  to  pay  living  expenses.   Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  wa.s 
available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  more  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  the  study  averaged  23  acres 
smaller  than  the  least  profitable,  the  total  acreage  averaging  181  and  204  respec- 
tively.  However,  the  land  was  more  tillable  on  the  more  profitable  farms  by  8,3 
percent,  leaving  the  acreage  available  for  crops  approximately  the  same  for  the 
two  groups  of  farms  and  indicating  that  size  in  acres  was  not  as  dominant  a  factor 
affecting  earnings  as  a  superficial  examination  of  the  figures  might  indicate. 
Land  values  per  acre  averaged  $14  higher  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most,  as  did 
also  improvement  values  by  $4.95. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Clinton, 
Bond  and  Montgomery  county  farms  in  1935,  the  receipts  3.nd  net  increases  being 
$4004  and  $2022  and  the  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $986  and  $988  respectively 
(Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $22.15  and  $9.93,  and  the  expenses 
$9.13  and  $7.84  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  (legumes  and  non-legumes 
considered)  was  significantly  high  on  both  groups  of  farms,  indicating  a  tendency 
on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions.   In  the  cultivated  group  of  crops  there  was  more 
corn,  oats,  and  soybeans  for  grain  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
52  Clinton,  Bond,  and  I'ontgomery  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
52  farms 

17  most 

profitable 

farms 

17  least 
profitable 
farms 

184.9 
84.5 

$   15.38 
8.31 
7.07 

$   56. 
13.50 
90. 

■  180.8 
69.1 

$   22.15 

9.13 

13.02 

$   63. 
16.63 
102. 

203.7 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  _  -  -  -  - 

80.8 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  -------- 

$ 

$    9.93 
7.84 

2.09 

Value  of  land  per  acre  -------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$   49. 
11.68 

Total  investment  oer  acre  ------- 

78. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

17.1 
15.5 
19.9 
5.0 
6.5 
18.5 
17.5 

17.5 
15.5 
18.2 
9.3 
5.9 
16.7 
15.9 

16.0 

Oq+c?    —     ___        ._   —   —     _  —  —  — 

13  3 

Tneat   . 

18.4 

Q  n  tJ"  n  P  o  n  c!  "P  rv  T*  "'t*  Qi-n^   ___.     —  — 

1  3 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------- 

9.1 

Legume  hay  and  o;.sture   ------- 

22.0 

lion-legume  hay  and  pasture    _  -  _  _ 

19.9 

Crop  fields 

40.7 
32.0 
18.3 
17,6 

48.7 
33.1 
19.5 
17.1 

31  4 

27.7 

16.3 

Soybeans,  bu,  -oer  acre   ------- 

15.6 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.S. 
RetTirns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  -  - 

$ 

$  1375. 
165. 

155. 

264. 

6.5 

$   127. 

71. 

5.30 
12.24 

$  1348. 
184. 

137. 

279. 

7.0 

$   225. 

72. 

8.50 
18.85 

$  1055. 
159. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in; 

131. 

245. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  -------- 

5.9 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ------ 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow   ______ 

$ 

$   113. 
65. 

Investment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A.-  - 

4.83 

Receipts  from  productive  L.S.  per  A.-  - 

8.22 

l^an  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  -oer  crop  acre  _  -  _  -  _ 

$ 

$   28. 

6.26 
1.84 
3.61 

4.6 
$  232. 

$   20. 

5.82 
2.24 
3.72 

4.5 

$  208. 

$   40. 

5.54 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

2.06 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

4.02 

4  5 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ------ 

i 

s>  253 . 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------- 

$ 

$     .80 
.68 

$     .87 
.57 

$     .76 
.73 

$ 

$  1363. 
608. 
7.88 
$  2843. 

$  1941. 
1077. 
12.71 

$  4004. 

$   940. 
94. 

Increase  in  inventory   __--____ 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  -  - 

2.57 

Gross  receipts  per  farm   --_-_-_ 

$ 

$  2022. 

-7- 

Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  V?,rious  Parts  of  Yo-jt  Business, 
Clinton,  Bond,  and  Montgomery  Counties,  1935 
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The  numhers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
52  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 
farm  in  that  factor,   you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 


u 

CD 

Cost  per 

^1 

Gross 

CroiD  yiel 

ds 

^1 

f-, 

ft 

to 

o 
o 

croo  acre 

Pi  6 
o 

receipts 

Vi 

0) 

o 

c 

r-i 

+5     o 

+J 

K 

CO 

iH 

CD     ^ 

Pk 

U   tii 

-to- 

to    c 

,— 

Q 

r-i 

rH 

<a 

£    o 

;S     <D 

O     -H 

Qj 

e 

Tj      11 

0) 

O) 

O       S-H 

CO 

-tJ   -1^ 

^  -d 

o 

c 

O 

rj 

O     3 

^ 

,C 

CO 

a   u 

flj 

CD     to 

CD     Q) 

to 

■H 

c 

c^ 

C     4^ 

cn 

m 

■^ 

G   d 

rH     & 

U     0) 

fttH 

^H 

'd   >, 

U    CO 

>» 

a 

!L|       OT 

:i 

^ 

,o 

^-^  Cm 

a    O 

> 

O 

c  f^ 

o    o 

CD     U 

r-\ 

(U 

a 

C 

C"     0) 

^ 

rO 

to     O 

!>s  rt 

CO    Tj 

rD 

ct;  (D 

rD       U 

V.     O 

C 

u 

fn 

•H 

(D     > 

- 

^H 

^.     -H 

d     (D 

01 

c 

a  w) 

nJ  -t^ 

rO 

o 

05 

Th 

• 

- 

-ij 

•  •     0) 

>5    >:, 

(J 

in     <U 

r^ 

U    -H 

rH 

«  c 

d 

Vh 

CO 

q:    -h 

c 

w 

cS 

CO    4J 

^^     f-i 

rH    O 

pi    tM 

0)  ^ 

O 

Jh     0) 

^ 

(U 

-1^ 

u 

+J 

(D 

bi)  -*^ 

•  H     -H 

;=!  o 

4J 

C 

&   o 

c  o 

O    > 

to 

u 

U 

^^ 

C     C 

o 

as 

j:^ 

O     -H 

d    d 

O    rH 

Q)   tn 

a 

o    c\i 

Cd    r-i 

c  c 

tfl 

(D 

0) 

o 

W    o 

o 

O 

E 

W    rH 

PI  Ti 

P4-ee- 

rt  o 

s 

Ph   E 

SJ-W 

t-t   .H 

o 

pL, 

PM 

<) 

15.5 

61 

47 

28 

227 

121 

414 

265 

1.26 

.11 

8 

2108 

2863 

25.38 

4843 

335 

14.0 

57 

44 

26 

207 

111 

384 

245 

2,26 

.81 

12 

1308 

2563 

23;58 

4443 

305 

12,5 

53 

41 

24 

187 

101 

354 

225 

3.26 

1.51 

16 

1508 

2263 

2138 

4043 

275 

11.0 

49 

38 

22 

157 

91 

324 

205 

4.26 

2.21 

20 

1208 

1953 

19.38 

3643 

245 

9.5 

45 

35 

20 

147 

81 

294 

185 

5.26 

2.91 

24 

908 

1663 

17.38 

3243 

215 

7.88 

40.7 

32 

ia;5 

127 

71 

264 

165 

6.26 

3.61 

28 

608 

1353 

15.38 

2843 

185 

6.5 

37 

29 

16 

107 

61 

234 

145 

7,26 

4.31 

32 

308 

1063 

13;53 

2443 

155 

5.0 

33 

26 

14 

87 

51 

204 

125 

a26 

5.01 

36 

08 

753 

1138 

2043 

125 

3.5 

29 

23 

12 

57 

41 

174 

105 

9.25 

5.71 

40 

-392 

453 

9.38 

1543 

95 

2.0 

25 

20 

10 

47 

31 

144 

85 

10.26 

5.41 

44 

-5S2 

153 

7.58 

1243 

65 

i 

'     0.5 

21 

17 

8 

27 

21 

114 

65 

11.26 

7.11 

48 

-392 

-137 

5,38 

843 

35 

-8- 

Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amoonting  to  17.3  bushels  of  corn,  5.4 
bushels  of  oats,  3,2  bushels  of  wheat  and  3,5  bushels  of  soybeans  gave  the  17 
most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  17  least  profitable  farms. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled 
were  tv/o  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earn- 
ings between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  prodioctive  livestock  on  the 
17  farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $3.57  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $793  per  farm  more  than  on  the  17  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3), 
Retijxns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry, as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  aiid  the  dairy  s^les  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on  the 
more  profitable  farms.  For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock 
on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  there  w:-.s  a  ret'orn  of  $184  as  contrasted  with  a  re- 
turn of  $159  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  f-.rms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  v'as  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.83  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.72  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $9.54  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an 
expense  of  $5.54  for  labor  and  $4,02  for  pov.er  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $10,56. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  per- 
cent interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $1849  left  for 
their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $27  of 
having  enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  capital) 
and  had  nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-Year  period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting  faxms 
in  Clinton,  Bond  and  Montgomery  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  be- 
cause of  the  changes  in  price  level.   Corn  yields  were  slightly  better  on  the  account- 
ing farms  in  1935  than  in  1934,  although  this  was  not  true  for  all  farms  in  the  county. 
Wlieat  yields  were  lower  than  for  the  year  previous.  Net  receipts  per  acre  were  less 
than  for  1934,  although  the  cash  balance  per  farm  was  the  largest  for  any  year  of  the 
past  five  years. 

Table  4, — Comparison  of  earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 

Farms  in  Clinton,  Bond  and  Montgomery  Comities  for  1931-1935 


I  terns 

Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres   -  - 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  _  _  _  _ 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
Net  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  -------- 

P  Cattle  

Hogs  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Gross  income  per  farm  ------ 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income   -  -  -  -  - 

Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  ------------ 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Hogs 

poultry  ------------ 

Cash  balance  ---------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  -  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.  -  - 


19311/ 


19521/ 


19332/ 


19343/ 


1935 


31 
170 


9.94 

9.75 

.13 


$   54. 
108. 


$1863. 

1024. 

142. 

271. 

$1688. 


$  331. 

95. 

1261. 

30. 

734. 

154. 

325. 

$  937. 

3d 
21 

37 


$ 


30 
165 

5.91 

9.17 

-3.26 

62. 
104. 


$  1662, 
902. 
108, 
255, 

$  982, 


28. 

67. 
887. 
-59. 
513. 
109. 
252. 

te   735. 

40 
22 
27 


34 
194 

8.72 
7.38 
1.34 

55. 
91. 


1507. 
832. 
149. 
195. 


$  1692. 


$  443. 
44 
1205. 
105. 
540. 
320. 
206. 

$  898. 

15 

17 
17 


73 
200 

$  12.72 
7.52 

5.20 

$  53. 

83. 


$1310. 
619. 
153. 
130. 

$2549. 


$1181. 
60. 
1208. 
127. 
502. 
357. 
257. 

$1215. 

17 
25 

20 


52 

185 

$  15.38 
8.31 
7.07 

$  56. 

90. 


$1379. 
667. 
123. 
125. 

$2843. 


$  498. 
72. 

2273. 
599. 
548. 
693. 
354. 

$135ii . 

41 
18 
32 


1/  Records  from  Clinton  Co'unty  for  1931  and  1932. 

2/  Records  from  Clinton,  Bond,  and  Washington  Counties  included  for  1933. 

3/  Records  from  Clinton,  Bond,  Monroe,  and  T7ashington  Counties  included  for  1934. 
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Vaxiation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

AversLge  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amoimt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  mioch  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fig"ure  1),  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bolow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Loiois.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935, 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  during  1935,  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7,25  a  h\indred  in 
January  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December,  3eef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7,67  to  $9,30  a  hundred,   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  ,to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


357 


Annual  Farm  Business  Report  on  Forty  Seven 
Farms  in  Madison  County,  Illinois,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  E.  L,  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Madison  county  continued  upward  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five 
years.   Records  from  47  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of 
$1230,  as  compared  with  $794  for  1934,  $265  for  1933,  a  loss  of  $424  for  1932 
and  a  loss  of  $359  for  1931. 

On  a  cash  hasis,  hov/ever,  incomes  averaged  only  $257  per  farm  higher 
in  1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3272  in  1935,  the  aver- 
age cash  business  expenditure  was  $1827  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1445, 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1188  a  farm.   The  apparent  discrepancy  between  the 
accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis  is  due  to  inventory  changes  and  unpaid  labor 
of  the  operator  and  family. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $401  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
$275  per  farm  in  1934.   Unpaid  operator  and  family  labor  was  approximately  the 
same  for  the  two  years,  being  charged  for  on  the  acco'onting  basis  at  hired  man 
rates . 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  hovrever,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  avei-age. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  nationally  Icnown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  Cr-.pitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor, 
his  capital  or  his  managerial  ability.  It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in 


*  T.  W.  May,  farm  adviser  in'Madison  Co^unty,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  col- 
lecting the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
47  Accoimting  Farms  in  Madison  County,  1%5  and  1934 


Your 

Yo-or 

farm 

Ave--. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm      Cash  income  per  farm 

Horses _  -  _  _  _  $ $   57  $   52       $ $ 

Cattle 88  48 

Hogs _--_  34       7 

Sheeo 8       2 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  -  40  27 

Dairy  sales   -  -  -  - 

Feed  and  grains   -  -  408  319 

Machinery  -  -  -  495  454 

Improvements  -  -  -  -  93  127 

Lahor 209  155 

Miscellaneous  -  -  -  28      27 

Livestock  expense  -  35  25 

Crop  expense  -  -  -  -  154  152 

Taxes $  173  165        


28 

$  41 

243 

221 

443 

323 

15 

17 

453 

274 

758 

755 

1035 

879 

176 

142 

1 

1 

88 

78 

10 

2 

Machinery  __-_-_-__________-- 

Improvements  ------------------ 

Total  inventory  change  -----------  -^ 


Total $      $1827  $  1560       $      $3272  $2748 


Inventory  changes 
Livestock  ---_-_------_--_--  -$_ 

Feed  and  grains  ------___--___-- 


$ 

449 

$  -a 

-30 

258 

43 

70 

-51 

-45 

401 

$  275 

g'rrimary 
Total  cash  income  --------__-_-- 

Total  casn  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  -----------------   -^. 

Total  inventory  change  ------------ 

Receipts  less  expenses  ------_------$      $1846  $1463 


$3272 
1827 

$2748 

1560 

$1445 
401 

$1188 
275 

359 
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this  report.  For  a  grourp  of  82  central  Illinois  ff>rm  famlies  in  the  Farm  Bureau 
Farm  Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  fiirnished  b^  the  farm  was 
$363  per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  tne  basis  of  wholesale 
prices  for  farm  products. 

Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Fai-ra  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period  1924- 
1933,   There  was  a  v/ide  variation,  hov/ever,  in  different  areas  in  the  state, 
(See  Fig.  1.) 

price  changes  which  took  place  dui-ing  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  sarae  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
these  farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Madison  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934  by 
$524  a  farm  (Table  1.)  Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $443  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  v/ith  $328  a  farm  in  1934.  Sales 
of  poultry  and  eggs,  dairy  products  and  feed  and  grains  (including  A.  A.  A,  receipts) 
were  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Cash  fai'm  expenditures  averaged  $267  a  farm  higher  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense for  tnis  item  was  $454  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $495  in  1935.   Far- 
mers for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  v/orn  out. 
Others  items  for  v/hich  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include: 
feeds,  livestock  purchases,  and  labor. 

Livestock  inventories  ■•■;ere  higher  at  the  end  of  1935  than  at  the  begin- 
ning.  Inventories  of  feed  and  grains,  machinery  and  improvements  on  the  other 
hand  were  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.   The  net  increase 
in  inventory  for  the  year  was  $401  a  farm,  as  contrasted  with  an  increase  of  $275 
for  1934.   The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934, 

Variation  in  Farm  Earnings 

'(Tiiether  a,verage  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  deyending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  v;hich  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  alv/ays  result  in  tne  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  Mgh-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
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Table   2.  —  Ir-vestments ,   Heceipts,   Expenses   ajid  Sarnings   on 
47  Madison  Comity  Farms    in   1935 


Items 


CAPITAL   IOT5ST1/GI-TTS 


Laiid  ---------- 

Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Livestock  total  -  -  -  - 

Horses  -------- 

Cattle  

Kogs  --------- 

Sheep  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 

Jfechinery  and  equipment 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies 


Total  caTJital  investment 


Yo-'or 
farm 


Average  of 

47  farms 


\ 16  most 
profitable 

farms 


16  leas 


10  295 

2  538 

1  266 

345 

652 

139 

14 

106 

1  379 

1  251 

$  16  739 


8  702 

2  719 

1  505 

374 

800 

155 

23 

153 

1  397 

1  137 

$  15  460 


profitable 

farms 


9  744 

2  573 

1  124 

301 

594 

139 

10 

80 

1  458 

1  432 


$16 


^SCSIPTS   AND  mT   II7CREASSS 


Livestock  total 


Horses   ------------- 

Cattle   ---___------- 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  -------------- 

Po'oltry __----__- 

Egg  sales  ------------ 

Dairy  sales  ----------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA  pay- 
ments) -------------- 

Labor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 


2  183 

21 
369 
550 

28 
244 
203 
768 

598 
88 
10 

$  2  879 


2  928 

53 
375 
707 

43 
515 
251 
982 

512 

125 

3 

3  558 


1  791 


294 

50 

2 

2  137 


EXPENSES  AlID  IIET  I3EC-:^3ASES 


Farm  iinprovements 
Horses   -  -  -  -  - 
Miscellaneous 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment  -  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  _  -  - 
Livestock  expense  -------- 

Crop  e>:pense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ----.---___- 

Taxes  -------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses   -  -  -  -  - 

Total  exoenses  &  net  decreases 


$_ 


158 


276 

35 
154 
209 
173 

28 
1  033 


$_ 


159 


203 

54 
156 
228 
146 

28 
984 


31 
143 
180 
183 

28 
1  082 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES  

Total  unpaid  labor  -_--__ 
Operator's  labor  __-__- 
Family  labor  -------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ---------- 

RATS  EARNED  ON  INVESTIGNT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator': 

Labor  and  management  -  -  -  -  - 

5^  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  MTD   •lUNAG-El.ffiNT  uA(yS, 


i 


$  1  846 
615 
393 
223 


1  230 

7.35^ 

1  623 
837 

$    785 


$  2  584 

520 
405 
215 


1  954 
12.70^ 

2  369 
773 

1  595 


$_L 
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"be  abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  exar.iple  of  this  kind  may  "be 
seen  in  tne  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  bijisiness  well  organized  snould  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this 
kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the 
factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a 
particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not 
show  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only. 
High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years 
of  labor. 

On  the  k'adison  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  v;as  a  differ- 
ence of  $1482  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  the  one-third  most 
profitable  and  the  one-third  least  profitable  farms  in  1935,  the  average  mt 
earnings  for  the  two  groups  being  $1954  and  $482  respectively  (Table  2).   Of 
this  difference,  $693  was  in  inventory  and  $835  was  in  cash.   The  rest  of  the 
difference  T;as  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1889  for  one 
group  and  by  $1053  for  the  other  (Table  3).  Tlie  cash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  cap- 
ital and  to  pay  living  expenses.   TVhere  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money 
was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

Tiie  most  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  this  study  averaged  161 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one- third  averaged  153  acres;  a  difference  of  2  acres. 
On  the  farms  tha.t  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  five  percent 
higher  but  the  value  per  acre  was  $5  less  tlian  on  the  low-income  farms.   Improve- 
ments v/ere  better  on  the  more  prof  i table  larms,  as  indicated  by  a  $1.16  greater 
inventory  valuation  per  acre  than  was  found  on  the  least  profitable  farms  (Table  3). 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found 
between  the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  v/as  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Madison  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$3568  and  $2137  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $984  and  $1082  respectively 
(Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $22.19  and  $13.11  and  the  expenses 
$9.98  and  $10,15  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year,  but 
the  high  gro'ip  took  less  loss  on  this  account  because  of  havin,^  a  smaller  inven- 
tory of  feed,  grain,  and  supplies  on  January  1,  1935  by  $295  (Table  2). 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  farms,  the  most  profitable  having  more  hay  and  pasture,  particularly  of 
the  legume  t^/pe,  and  less  grain  crops  (Table  3).   This  difference  indicated  a 
greater  tendency  on  tae  part  of  operators  of  the  higher-income  farms  to  adjust 
cropping  systems  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
47  Madison  Com:Lty  Farms  in  1955 


Item3 

Size  of  farm — acres  ---------- 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  _  -  . 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

Total  expenses  per  acre  -------- 

ITet  receipts  per  acre  --------- 

Value  of  land  per  acre  -_-__--. 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  -  . 
Total  investment  per  acre  __----. 

percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

Corn  -_---__------_-. 

Oats   __-_-_--_-__---. 

Wheat _________ 

Soybeans  for  grain  --------. 

Other  cultivated  crops.  ------- 

Legiime  hay  and  pasture  -----_. 

ITon-legume  hay  and  pasture  _  -  -  _  . 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  --_-__-_. 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre  __-_-_--. 
Wlieat,  bu.  per  acre  ___----_. 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  -  ■ 
Ret-urns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle   __-_-__-_-----. 

Poultry  --------------. 

pigs  weaned  per  littsr  _--_-__. 
Income  per  litter  farrov/ed  __-_-. 
Dairy  sales  per  dairv  cot/  -----_. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  p^^r  A. 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  L,ross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acr^^  _  _  _  _  , 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 
Pov.'er  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  wor!::  horses  ---_--__. 
Value  of  fe.id  fed  to  horses  ----- 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

Taxes  per  acre  -----____-_. 

Cash  balance  ------------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 


Your 

farm 


Average  oi 
47  farms 


16  most 

profitable 

farms 


15  least 

profitable 

farms 


157.1 
82.6 

17.23 
9.87 
7.35 

52. 
15.19 

100. 


150.8 
83.3 

22.19 

9.93 

12.21 

54. 

15.94 

95. 


17.6 
10.8 
27.4 
1.9 
8.6 
19.2 
14.5 


17.8 
15.1 
23.6 
3.4 
7.2 
22.1 
12.8 


40.8 
31.3 
19.5 


41.0  I 

35.9 

21.3 


$  1260. 
172, 


$ 


148. 
380. 

6.4 
138. 
77. 

5.70 
12.94 


$   1560. 
173. 

145. 

475. 

6.1 

$   147. 

83. 

8.50 
17.88 


$  1121. 

160. 


27. 
5.79 
2.37 
4.21 

4.2 
235. 


op 

7.00 
1.78 
3.27 

4.1 
223. 


.95 

1.04 


1.05 
.91 


$  1445. 
401, 
7.35 
$  2879 


1889. 
595. 
12.70 
3558. 


$  1053. 

2. 

2.9f 
$  2137. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Madison  County  1935 
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The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 

47  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  np.med  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 

drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measioring  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 

in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in  yo-jx 
locality. 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  aiiicjEting  to  3.7  "bushels  of  corn,  4.8  "bijishels 
of  oats  and  3.6  "bushels  of  wheat,  gave  the  16  most  profitable  farms  a  "big  advantage 
over  t}ie  16  least  profitable  farms > 

The  njnount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  v:hich  it  was  i:iandled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  16  farms 
that  paid  the  best  were  $2.51  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed  averaged 
$539  per  farm  more  than  on  the  16  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3).  Het-orns 
per  $100  invested  in  poultry,  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter  of  pigs  faxrowed 
and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  v/ere  considerably  higher  on  the  more  profitable 
farms.  Tot   every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  best  there  was  a  return  of  $173  as  contrasted  with  a  return  of  $160  for  the 
same  amount  of  feed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $7.00  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.27  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $10.27  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on 
the  other  group  of  farms  was  accompanied  h^   a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown 
by  an  expense  of  $5,66  for  labor  and  $4.61  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$11.27. 

^ter  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family 
labor  and  5  percent  interest  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable 
group  of  farms  gave  an  average  return  for  op(=rator's  labor  and  management,  of  $1595, 
while  the  least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  only  $34. 


i 


'W 


9  - 


Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Fivo-Year  Period 


A  comparison  of  production,  inco.ie  and  expenditures  on  the  accomiting  farms 
in  lladison  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes  in 
price  level.  Corn  yields  were  much  better  on  the  accounting  farms  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  although  this  was  not  true  for  all  farms  in  the  county.  Mieat  yields  were  also' 
better  than  for  the  year  previous.  Net  receipts  per  acre  as  well  as  the  cash  balance 
per  farm  was  the  largest  for  any  year  of  the  past  five. 
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Table  4. — Comparison  of  Sa.rnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Madison  County  for  1951-1935 


Items 


1931 


1932 


1933 


1934 


1935 


Niiinber  of  farms  ------- 

Average  si-'.e  of  f arm.s ,  acres 


G-ross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle  -----  -  - 

Hogs   -_--__-- 
Poultry  ------- 


G-ross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 

Cattle   

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs   -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu. 


47. 

156.0 

$   10,36 

12.66 

2  ..30 

$   32. 
112. 


$  2017. 

1255. 

234. 

183. 

$  1517. 


$  -97. 
36. 
1531. 
-42. 
941. 
289. 
295. 

$  892. 

34. 
27, 


38. 
150.4 

$    8.30 

11.12 

2.82 

$   58. 
105. 


$  1507. 
993. 
158. 
147. 

$  1249. 


$  -130. 

9':. 

1150. 
-54. 
645. 
245. 

251, 

$  803 , 

48. 
18. 


33. 
153 . 5 

11.08 
9.35 
1.73 

56. 
99. 


849. 
148 . 
128, 


$  1707, 


$  480. 
76. 
1145. 
105. 
572. 
275. 
170. 

$  1014. 

22. 
17. 


'^ 


49. 
163. 

14.76 
9.83 

4.S8 

58. 
97. 


$  1299, 

735. 

132. 

98. 

$  2400, 


818, 
80. 
1502. 
127. 
765. 
309. 
251. 


$  1188. 


13. 
24. 


47, 
167, 

17.23 
9.87 
7.36 

52. 
100. 


$  1266. 
562 . 
139. 
105, 

$  2879. 


$  598. 
98. 
2183. 
369. 
758. 
550. 
447. 

$  1445. 

41. 
31-. 
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Variation  ir-  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Paxts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  oi   soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  a-noimt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  ths  amount  and  distribution  of  rainiall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  dajnage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  ths  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  "nay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953,   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  vrere  above  averag'j,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  below  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.   They  were 
much  belov.'  average  for  a  grcjp  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belo-.v  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  v;est-central  part 
of  the  state.   Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  fexm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  bjr  fp,rmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  60  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-192S  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  taroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  193o. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d^iring  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  vihole,   grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  113  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December, 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Jaiiuary,  1935,  but  only  43  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  Vihere  calculate!  on  the  1921-1329  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  ?b  cen^s.  Hay  dropucd  from  $15. 17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Fogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  h-undred  in 
Jan'oary  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6,35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  h-andred.  I\;tterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  :;;]  65  to  $1,75  a  hur.dred,  rggs 
advanced  from.  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  v;ool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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Annijal  Farm  Business  Eeport  on  Thirty  Farms 
in  St,  Clair  County,  Illinois,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunnin<=,ham,  E.  L.  Sa.uer* 

The  trend  in  farm  earniujecs  in  St.  Clair  co-onty  continued  upward  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  j'-ear  reached  the  hii;hest  level  in  the  past  five 
years.   Records  from  30  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of 
$1409  as  coriTpared  with  $952  for  1934,  $698  for  1933,  a  loss  of  $254  for  1932  and 
a  loss  of  $208  for  1931. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  incomes  averaged  $571  per  farm  higher  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $3694  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $2217  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1477. 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1380  a  farm.  The  apparent  discrepancy  between  the 
accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis  is  due  to  inventory  ch-anges  and  unpaid  oper- 
ator and  family  labor. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $569  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
$252  per  farm  in  1934.  Unpaid  operator  and  farruly  labor  was  approximately  the 
same  for  the  two  years,  being  charged  for  on  the  accounting  basis  at  hired  man 
rates . 

Earm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  aver- 
age farm  conditions.   Sepeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of 
all  farms  in  an  area  are  lo?/er  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  ser- 
vice.  The  accoujiting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers 
who  are  m.ore  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  W9,ge  earners  and  for  industries  other  thaii  agriculture  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.   Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  na.tionally  kiiov/n  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.5 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end 
of  the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor, 
his  capital  or  his  managerial  ability.  It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  betv/een  capital  and  manage- 
ment . 


It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  a,nd  other  items  of  living  fr 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  tuis 
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*B.  W.  Tillman,  farm  adviser  in  St.  Clair  County,  cooperated  in  super- 
vising and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Tatle  1. — Cash  Income,  C-'isli  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
30  Accounting;  Farmr.  in  St.  Claii'  Couiit^/,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Yoi-J- 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm  Cash  income  per  farm 

Horses $  $74$  51  $      $83$   54 

Cattle 111  66  293    305 

Hogs 95  13  810    444 

Sheep 113  45  220     58 

Poultry  and  eu^s   -   -  25  22  529    396 

Dairy  sales 596    590 

Feed  and  grains   -  -  595  470  1  047   1  039 

Machinery 457  289  61     68 

Improvements  -  -  -  -  143  158  1      3 

Labor 194  129  54     64 

Miscellaneous   -  -  -  29  30              1 

Livestock  expense  -  40  32              

Crop  expense  -  -  -  -  181  186             

Taxes - 160  152  —    — 

Total $  $2  217  $  1  643  $  $3  694  $3  023 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock -$      $   372$  -33 

Feed  and  grains  ----------------           93  299 

Machinery  -------------------          125  -6 

Improvements   -----------------  -21  -8 

Total  inventory  change ___$      $  559  $  252 


Summary 

Total  cash  income --__ -$      $3  694  $3  023 

Total  cash  expense   -----_-_-_---_  2  217  1  643 

Cash  balance  ^ $      $1  477  $1  580 

Total  inventory  change  ------------  569    252 

Receipts  less  expenses  -_----------$      $2  046  $1  532 
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report.   For  a  :;roup  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau 
Farm  Management  Service  the  value  of  tt.e  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  v/as 
$353  per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1955,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale 
prices  for  fam  products. 

Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm,  earnings  v.-ere  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  cs  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten- year  period  1924-1935. 
There  was  a,  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state.   (See  Fig.  1. 
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price  changes  which  toolc  place  d'oring  1935  favored  the  livestoci^:  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1954,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  v/ere  equp.l 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  15.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  po-unds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
those  farms  vith  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  St.  Clair  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
by  $571  a  farm  (Table  l.).Hog  sales,  including  Agricultioral  Adjustment  Administra- 
tion receipts,  averaged  $810  a  farm  in  1935  a.s  compared  with  $444  a  farm  in  1954. 
Sales  of  poultry  and  eggs,  dairy  pro^^-ucts  and  feed  and  gra.ins  (including  A. A. A. 
receipts)  were  slightly  larger  in  1955  than  in  1934. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $574  a  farm  hig'hir  in  1935  than  in 
1934.   The  largest  increa.se  in  ezpenditi.tres  was  for  machinery;  the  average  ex- 
pense for  this  item  was  $339  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $457  in  1935.  Far- 
mers for  several  y^ars  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn 
out.   Other  items  for  which  expenditures  were   larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include: 
feeds,  crop  expense,  livestock  pixrchasas,  and  labor. 

Livestock  inventories  were  higher  at  the  end  of  1935  than  at   the  begin- 
ning, as  were  also  inventories  of  machinery.   Inventories  of  improvements  and 
feed  and  grains  on  the  other  hand  were  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  thp,n  at  the 
beginning.  The  not  increase  in  inventory  for  the  year  was  $569  a  form,  as  con- 
trasted v.-ith  an  increase  of  $252  for  1934.  The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and 
grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934. 

Vcrir.tion  in  Farm  Earnings 

Fnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  alv/ays  a  wide 
variatio-i  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  follov/ed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  \7hich  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  loroduction  does  not  alv;a.ys  result  in  the  sa^ne  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  r.iay  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
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Table  2. — Investments, 
30  St.  Cla 


Heceipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
ir  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 

30  farms 


10  most 
profitable 
farm 


10  least 

profitable 

farms 


CAPITAL   Iir/SSTi 'SI-ITS 


Land   ------------- 

Farm  improvements   __-_-. 

Livestock  total  ------- 

Horses  ----------- 

Cattle  ----------- 

Hogs  ------------ 

Sheep   ----------- 

Poultry  -_--_---_. 

Machinery  and  equipm.ent   -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 


$  12  359 

2   943 

1  402 

465 

557 

158 

93 

129 

1  049 

1  387 

$  19  140 


$  10  735 

2  381 

1  111 

346 

440 

138 

10 

177 

824 

1  377 

$  16  428 


$  13  503 

3  481 

1  524 

624 

624 

149 

10 

117 

1  308 

1  259 

$  21  075 


RECEIPTS  Airo  IIST  INCREASES 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ---_---------. 

Cattle  -------------- 

Hogs  (including  -AAA  payments )   -  ■ 
Sheep  ----  _-____-_-. 

Poultry  -----____---. 

Egg  sales   ---_-_-_---- 

Dairy  sales   ----------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA. 
payments)  ------------- 

Lator  off  farm  ----------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ------- 

Total  receipts  Sc   net  increases 


$   2  485 

21 
340 
877 
115 
198 
338 
596 

545 
54 


$   3  084 


723 


345 
995 
15 
300 
535 
532 

754 

68 

1 


3  546 


2  306 

115 
327 

731 
14 
200 
264 
555 

374 
7 


$  2  687 


EXPENSES  AND  IIST  DECREASES 


Farm  improvements   -  -  - 
Horses  ------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment   ____-- 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  ------ 

Livestock  expense  --_-  ----- 

Crop  expense  --_-_-__-__ 
Hired  labor  ------------ 

Tajces  --------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  ------ 

Total  expenses  2.  net  decreases 


153 


271 

40 
181 
194 
150 

29 


1  038 


139 
5 


220 

38 
155 
141 
142 

25 


866 


190 


358 

30 
187 
170 
158 

30 


1  133 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES 


Total  unpaid  labor  ------- 

Operator's  labor  __--__- 
Family  labor  _-_____-. 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ----------- 

RATE  EARNED  ON  INVESTISNT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
labor  and  management  ------ 

5^  of  capital  invested  _  -  -  _  . 

LABOR  AND  l.!ANAGEMENT  WAGE 


> 


$   2  046 

637 
410 
227 

1  409 
7.36^0 

$   1  819 

957 

$    852 


$  2  680 

608 
416 
192 


2  072 
12.5lfo 

2  488 

821 

1  667 


$   1  554 

771 
409 
362 


783 
3.72^ 

$   1  192 

1  058 

$    138 


k 
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"be  abnormally  high  or  lev/  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  rnay  he 
seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  heef  cattle,  hogs  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this 
kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the 
factors  causing  high  or  low  ret-urns  for  a  particular  t^^pe  of  production  in  a  par- 
ticular year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not 
show  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only. 
High  crop  yields  s.nd  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years 
of  labor. 

On  the  St.  Clair  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a 
difference  of  $1289  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  the  one-third 
most  profitable  and  the  one-third  least  profitable  farms  in  1935,  the  average  net 
earnings  for  the  two  groups  being  $2072  and  $783, respectively  (Table  2).   Of  tnis 
difference  $526  was  in  inventory  and  $520  was  in  cash.  The  rest  of  the  difference 
was  in  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1775  for  one  group  and  by 
$1156  for  the  other  (Table  5).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figures, 
was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to  pay  liv- 
ing expenses.   Miere  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available  to 
spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and 
other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Eaiuiings 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found 
between  the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
St.  Clair  comity  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$5545  and  $2537  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $866  and  $1133  respectively 
(Table  2).   On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipjts  were  $18.95  and  $14.19  and  the  ex- 
penses $7.88  and  $10.05,   In  other  words,  the  more  profitable  f?rms  had  larger 
receipts  but  less  expense. 

The  average  size  of  firms  in  acres,  as  well  as  the  percent  of  land  area 
tillable,  were  approximately  the  same  on  both  groups  cf  farms,  indicating  that 
these  were  not  doj-iinant  factors  affecting  earnings  in  1935.   Valuations  of  land 
and  of  improvements  per  acre,  however,  were  considerably  less  on  the  more  profit- 
able farms.  The  total  investment  per  acre  was  $88  on  the  farms  that  paid  the 
most  as  coiTipared  t;j  $111  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  least. 

The  pei-cent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  past^ore,  leg^imes  and  .ion-leg\imes 
considered,  was  significantly  high  on  both  groups  of  farms,  indicating  a  bendency 
on  tne  part  of  the  farm  account  lieepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions.   In  the  group  of  cultivated  crops  ^here  was  more 
corn  and  oats  and  less  v/heat  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most. 

Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  6.1  busnols  of  coin,  11.6 
bushels  01  oats,  and  2.6  Dushels  of  wheat  gave  the  10  most  profitable  farixs  a  big 
advantage  over  the  10  least  profitable  farms. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
3C  St.  Clair  County  Farms  in  1935 


1 — 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 

30  farms 

P 

12  most 
rof itable 
farms 

pJ 

L2  least 
rofitable 

farms 

$ 
$ 

178.1 
83.6 

17.32 
9.41 

7.91 

69. 
15.52 

107. 

$ 
$ 

187.1 
81.9 

18.95 
7.88 

11.07 

57. 

12.73 

88. 

$ 
$ 

189.3 

_  _  _  _ 

Percent  of  Isind  area  tillable 

82.5 

$ 

14.19 

10.05 

4.14 

_  _  _  _ 

Value  of  land  p  .-r  acre   -  -  - 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre 

$ 

71. 
18.37 

Tntal  i  nvf^^  t.mf^Trh  tipt*  ncvp 

111. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

21.2 
15.0 
27.9 

1.0 

4.9 

21.5 

8.5 

.  23.4 

18.0 

25.7 

.5 

4.2 

22.0 

6.2 

18.9 

15  6 

'^JViOdf     -  -  _    „  —       _ 

29.0 

5.5 

21.1 

-  -  -  - 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture 

3.9 

Crop  yields 

47.3 
32.0 
18.3 

48.4 
37.9 

18.8 

42.3 

26.3 

16.2 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productiv 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed 

e  L.  S. 
fed  - 

$ 

$ 
$ 

1453. 
170, 

147. 
370. 

7.1 
171. 
32. 

6.27 
13.83 

$ 
$ 

1461. 
186. 

160. 
431. 

6.9 
155. 
73. 

5.40 
14.55 

$ 
$ 

1354. 
162. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Pot  +  1 o       _  _  — 

144. 

341. 

7.4 

$ 

162 

7Z 

per  A. 
per  A. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S. 

5.54 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S. 

11.57 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre 

income 
rop  acre 

$ 

$ 
$ 

26. 
6.48 

2.18 
4.37 

5.3 
293. 

$ 
$ 

20. 
5.54 
1.73 
3.89 

5.4 
271. 

$ 
$ 

35. 
7.25 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

2.86 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  c 

4.49 

5.3 

$ 

325. 

$ 

$ 

.92 
.90 

$ 

.74 
.75 

$ 

1. 
.83 

$ 

$ 
$ 

1477. 
569. 
7.56 

3084.    i 

$ 
$ 

1776. 
904. 
12.61 
3546. 

1 

$ 
$ 

1156. 
398. 

rcent  - 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  oe 

3.72 

$ 

2687. 
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Chart  for  Studying  tlie  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business 

St.  Clair  Couaty  1S.35 

The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
30  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  meas\iring  the  efficiency  of  your 
farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  comroare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 
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28 
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1,50 

.40 

1 

2070 

3480 

27:33 

5600 
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15.5 

53 

44 

26 

290 

102 

530 

230 

2.50 

1.20 

6 

1770 

3080 

25;30 

5100 

258 

13.3 

59 

41 

'24 

250 

97 

490 

215 

3.50 

2.00 

11 

1470 

2580 

23;30 

4500 

238 

11.3 

55 

38 

22 

230 

92 

450 

200 

4.50 

2.80 

13 

1170 

2230 

21^0 

4100 

216 

i     9.5 

51       55 

20 

200 

87 

410 

135 

5.50 

3.50 

21 

870 

1860 

19;50 

3500 

198 

7.35 

47.3 

32.0 

18.5 

171 

62 

370 

170 

6,48 

4.37 

25 

569 

1477 

17. 3^ 

3084 

178 

5.3 

43 

29 

15 

1 

140 

77 

330 

155 

7.50 

5.20 

31 

270 

1080 

1^30 

2500 

158 

3.3 

1 

1 

! 

39        -^6 

14 

110 

72 

290 

140 

8.50 

6.00 

36 

-30 

580 

13;5C 

2100 

158 

1.3 

35 

23 

12 

80 

67 

250 

125 

9.50 

6.80 

41 

-330 

280 

1130 

1500 

118 

-0.7 

i 
31     !  20 

1(J 

50 

62 

210 

110 

1050 

7.60 

45 

-630 

-120 

9.30 

1100 

98 

i 
-2.7 

27        17 

8 

20 

■ 
57 

170 

95 

11.50 

8.40 

51 

-930 

-520 

7.30 

500 

78 

31^ 


The  efficiency  with  which  livestock  w£.s  handled  was  one  of  tha  most  im- 
portant factors  accoianting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings  "between  the  two  groups 
of  farms.  There  was  very  little  difference  hetweon  the  high  and  the  low  farms,  in 
the  investment  in  productive  livestock  par  acre  or  in  tne  total  amount  of  feed  fed, 
but  there  v/ere  differences  in  retiorns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  amounting  to  $24 
end  in  receipts  from  productive  livestock  per  acre  a^nounting  to  $2.98  in  favor  of 
the  farms  that  psid  the  best.  Returns  per  $100  inve'5ted  in  cattle  and  in  poultry 
were  consid6rabl5''  higher  on  the  more  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  more  profitable  farms  was  secured  v/ith  an  ex- 
pense per  crop  acre  of  $5.54  for  labor  and  $2.89  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $9.43  for  these  two  im-portant  items  of  expense.  Bie  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  v,'a.s  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre  as  shovm  Dy 
an   expense  of  $7.25  for  labor  and  $4,49  for  pov/er  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$11.74.   Improvement  cost  and  taxes  per  acre  v;ere  also  higher  on  the  least  pro- 
fitable than  on  the  most  profitable  farms  by  26  cents  and  7  cents  respectively. 
Of  all  factors  a.ffecting  relative  earnings,  those  having  to  do  with  expenses  stood 
out  particul?.rl7  prominent  in  St.  Clair  county  in  1935. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  v.-ago  allo^^ance  for  family 
labor  and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  tl'ie  .aore  profitable  group  of 
farms  gave  an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $1667,  while 
the  least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  return  of  only  $138, 
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Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-Year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenses  on  the  acco-unting  farms  in 
St.  Clair  coimty  for  the  past  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes  in 
price  level.   Corn  yields  were  much  higher  on  the  accoianting  farms  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  although  this  was  not  true  of  all  farms  in  the  county.  Vfiieat  yields  vrere  lower 
than  for  the  previous  year.   Due  to  lower  prices  for  grain  and  supplies,  the  incorae 
from  crops  showed  a  decrease  from  the  year  oefore.   Livestock  and  livestock  products 
on  the  other  hand  advanced  in  price  in  1935  and  showed  the  hest  average  return  for 
any  year  of  the  last  five. 

Tahle  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  St.  Clair  County  for  1931-1935 


Itemc- 


llumher  of  farms  ---------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres   -  -  - 

G-ross  incom.e  per  acre  -------^ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  ------ 

"Set   income  per  acre  -------- 


Average  value  ox  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  per  faj-m  in: 
Total  livestock   -  - 
Cattle   ------- 

Hogs   -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


G-ross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  faxm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle   ------- 

Dairy  sales  _  -  -  -  - 

Hogs  -------- 

poultry  ------- 


1931 

31 

153 


$ 


10.59 
11.97 
-1.38 

81 

12S 


1727 
852 
277 
188 


1741 


282 

36 

1423 

80 

545 

235 

405 


Cash  balance   ___-_------i$  1116 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  tu. 


37 
28 


1932 


30 
158.2 

$  8.37 
10.54 
-1.67 

$  79 
121 


$1052 
717 

153 
176 

$1404 


-53 
1059 
33 
4^2 
242 
351 

$1129 

48 
20 


1933 


50 
182.5 

12.53 
8.71 

5.82 

58 

102 


1293 
588 
157 
157 


$  2287 


919 
37 
1351 
120 
515 
347 
337 


$  1501 


29 
20 


1934 


32 

154.8 

15.48 
9.70 
5.78 

72. 
Ill 


$  1354 
522 
171 
125 

$  2551 


$  858 
65 
1518 
163 
590 
416 
573 

$  1380 

9 
24 


1955 

30 
178.1 

17.32 
9.41 
7.91 

59 
107 


$  1402 
557 
158 
129 

$  3084 


$  545 
54 
2485 
340 
596 
877 
536 

$  1477 

47 
18 


II 
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Variation  m  Cron  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amoiint  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  da:n- 
age  ,  I  ro  s  t  damar^e ,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  above  the  avera,?e  in  some  counties  and 
below  average!  in  other  counties  (?igare  1).  The  1935  con.bined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  r)eriod  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  avt-irag-'J,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  b^^low  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.   They  v,-erG 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  Eiver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  follov/ed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  accoum;  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
v/as  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  54 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  38  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  avera.ge  of  the  prices  pa.id  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  nroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  54  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  betv/een  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-iring  1935,  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v/orth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Januai'y,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Kay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  h\indred  in 
January  1935  but  wer-  worth  $9.00  in  December,  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6,55 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.57  to  $9.30  a  hundi-ed.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  nilk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  Jaja-uary  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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IMUAl  FARM  BUSIrlESS  RZPOHT  ON  THIHTY-SEVSN  FARMS 
IN  RANDOLPH  COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Jolinston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

Farm  earnings  in  Randolph  county  were  slightly  lower  in  1935  than  in 
1934,  hut  were  much  aoove  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933.  Records  from 
37  accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $561,  as  compared 
with  $817  for  1934,  $344  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $364  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  incomes  averaged  $142  per  farm  less  in  1935  than  in 
1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $2508  in  1935;  the  average  cash  business 
expenditure  was  $1539  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $S59.   In  1934  the  cash 
balance  was  $1111. a  farm.   Inventory  increases  were  $72  per  farm  smaller  in  1935 
than  in  1934. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $295  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted 
with  $367  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1934.   Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  virere  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  s'ore  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor, 
his  capital  or  his  managerial  ability.  It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.  In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  cheirge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  fr-.rm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management, 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  -.vage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living 
from  the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in 
this  report.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm 
Bureau  Farm  Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the 
farm  was  $563  per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of 
wholesale  prices  for  farm  products . 


*  E.  C.  Secor,  farm  adviser  in  Randolph  County,  Cooperated  in  supervising  and 
collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table   1. — Ca?h   Income,    Cash  Expense   and   Inventory  Changes   on 
37  Accoiinting  Farms    in  Randolph  County,    1935  and   1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Horses   ------- 

Cattle   ------- 

Hogs   -------- 

Sheep      ------- 

Poultry  and  e^jgs   -  - 
Dairy   sales      -   _   _  - 
Feed  and  grains      -   - 
Machinery     ----- 

Improvements   -   -   -   - 

Lahor     ------- 

Miscellaneous      -   -  - 
Livestock  expense 
Crop   e^ense  -  -   -  - 

Taxes     ------- 

Total $ 


Cash  expense 

per  farm 

5      $  102 

$ 

58 

183 

86 

27 

6 

2 

4 

23 

19 

269 

196 

405 

240 

164" 

74 

83 

57 

31 

24 

17 

15 

120 

133 

113 

119 

Cash  income  per   farm 
$_ 


A 


69 

$  43 

425 

269 

329 

209 

25 

25 

329 

228 

547 

480 

544 

753 

89 

54 

3 

5 

42 

53 

6 

3 

$1539 


A 


$2508     $2142 


Inventory  Changes 


Livestock  ------- 

Feed  and  grains   -  -  _  - 
Machinery  ------- 

Improvements  ------ 

Total  inventory  change 


$ 

352 

$  24 

-189 

415 

105 

-34 

17 

-38 

A 
•? 

295 

$  357 

Summar:,'- 


Total  cash  incom.e  -  - 
Total  cash  expense  -  - 
Cash  balance  ----- 
Total  inventory  change 
Receipts  less  expenses 


$ 

$2508 

$2142 

1539 

1031 

6 

$  969 

$1111 

295 

357 

$1264 


$1478 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.  For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  comliined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period  1924- 
1933.   There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state. 
(See  Fig.  1.) 

Price  changes  which  took  place  diiring  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal 
in  value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  po^onds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting 
those  farms  vdth  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Randolph  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Cattle  sales  averaged  $425  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $269  a 
farm  in  1934.   Sales  of  hogs,  poultry  and  e^gs ,    and  dairy  products  were  also 
larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  grain  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
Total  cash  sales  were  $366  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Cash  farm  expendit'ores  averaged  $508  a  farm  higher  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
The  largest  increase  in  expenditiires  was  for  machinery,  the  average  expense  was 
$240  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $405  in  1935.  Farmers  for  several  years 
have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other  items  for 
which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  feeds,  improvements, 
livestock  pixrchases,  and  labor.   Taxes  were  $6  per  farm  less  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Livestock  inventories  were  higher  at  the  end  of  1935  than  at  the  begin- 
ning, as  were  also  inventories  of  machinery  and  improvements.   Inventories  of 
feed  and  grains  on  the  other  hand  were  $189  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at 
the  beginning.   The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high 
in  1934. 

Variation  in  Farm  Earnings 

Tnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individ'jal  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  tj.-pe  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  which  the  individijal  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
be  abnormally  high  or  lov;  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
37  Randolph  Co-xity  Fai-ms  in  1935 


Items 


CAPITAL   IirVESTLIENTS 

Land  ------------ 

Farm  improvements   ----- 

Livestock  total  ------ 

Horses  ---------- 

Cattle  ---------- 

Kogs  ----------- 

Sheep  ---------- 

Poultry  --------- 

Machinery  and  equipraent   -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  - 

Total  capital  investment 


Yo'or 
farm 


p.^cziPTS  a;:d  I'Iet  increases 


livestock  total 


Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  ------------- 

Eogs  (including  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------- 

Poultry  -___-------- 

Egg  sales  ___-------- 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ------------ 

Lahor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  ------ 

Total  rec3iiDts  5c  net  increases 


Average  of 
37  farms 


7  589 

2  641 

1  066 

362 

491 

98 

20 

85 

1  104 

1  290 


$  13  690 


$_1 


1  749 

42 
383 
420 

24 
112 
216 
547 

185 

42 

6 
P33 


12  most 


profitable 
farms 


6  749 

2  156 

1  046 

394 

480 

95 

11 

65 

1  124 

1  101 

12  176 


2  145 

94 
610 
569 

12 
108 
135 
615 

422 

70 

4 

$   2  639 


12  least 

profitable 

farms 


$   7  453 

2  771 

1  042 

327 

493 

99 

15 

108 

1  151 

1  325 

$   13  753 


1  387 

10 
181 
334 
11 
53 
241 
557 


28 

14 

$   1  429 


EXPENSES  AIJD  NET  DECREASES 


Farm  improvements   -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  lives tocK 
decreases        


Machinery  and  eqi.iipment   -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ___---_ 
Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  ---------- 

Taxes  ------------- 

Hiscella,neous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  exoenses  &  net  decreases 


144 


211 

17 
120 

83 
113 

31 

719 


150 


191 

15 
144 
117 
141 

32 

790 


125 


222 
74 
19 

95 
45 
82 
29 

689 


RECEIPTS  LESS  E'TEITSES 

Total  unpaid  labor  ------- 

Operator's  labor  -_----• 

Family  labor  --------- 

ITet  income  from  investment  and 

management  ---------- 

RATE  EARIIED  Oil  IlvVESTl.SNT ■ 

Return  to  capital  and  operator'; 

labor  and  mang.gement  -  -  -  -  - 
5^  of  capit--^.!  invested  -  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  AND  I.^ANAGEI.Z^TT  VvAGS  -  -  • 


f^ 


_1_264 
703 
391 
312 

561 
4.10^ 


$  1  849 
585 
379 
206 

1  264 
10. 38-^ 


952 
684 

263 


740 


869 
423 

446 

-129 
-.94^ 


1   643 
BOS 

294 
688      > 

1   034 

$   _ 

-394      ^ 
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seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  iDeef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheeo  enjoyed  a 
more  profitable  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this 
kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the 
•factors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a 
•particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do 
not  show  good  earnings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time 
only.   High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  sev- 
eral years  of  labor. 

On  the  Randolph  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  differ- 
ence of  $1393  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  the  one  third  most 
profitable  and  the  one  third  least  profitable  farms  in  1935,  the  average  net  earn- 
ings for  the  two  groups  being  $1264  and  a  loss  of  $129  respectively.  (Table  2). 
Of  this  difference  $1004  was  in  inventory,  $1C5  was  in  cash,  and  $284  was  in  un- 
paid operator's  and  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $964  for  one 
group  and  by  $859  for  the  other  (Table  2).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by 
these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrov/ed  capital 
and  to  pay  living  expenses.  Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was 
available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  livir^g-. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  more  profitable  one  third  of  the  farms  in  the  study  averaged  205 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one  third  averaged  195  acres,  a  difference  of  10  acres 
a  farm.   On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was 
approximatel]/  the  same,  but  the  value  of  land  per  acre  was  $5.00  less  and  the 
value  of  improvements  per  acre  $3.72  less  than  on  the  low-income  farms  (Table  3). 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  m.uGh  greater  difference  is  found 
between  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.  Triis  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Randolph  county  farms  in  1935,  the  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $2539  and 
$1429;  and  the  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $790  and  $689  respectively 
(Table  2).  On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  were  $12.85  and  $7.34,  and  the  ex- 
penses $5.70  and  $8.00  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year,  but 
the  high  group  took  less  loss  on  this  account  because  of  having  a  smaller  inven- 
tory of  feed,  grain  and  supplies  on  January  1,  1935  by  $225  (Table  1). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pasture  (legumes  and  non-legiaraes 
considered)  was  significantly  high  on  both  groups  of  f ai-ms  ,  indicating  a  tendency 
on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions.   In  the  cultivated  group  of  crops  there  was  more 
corn  and  vmeat  and  less  oats  and  soybeans  for  grain  on  the  farms  that  paid  the 
best. 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
37  Randolph  Co  Tint;'  Farms  in  1935 


Ite;.is 

Yoiu- 
farm 

Averas;^e  of 
37  farms 

12 
pro 

Most 
fitable 

anns 

12  LeasL 

profitable 

farms 

$ 
$ 

135.4 
81.1 

10.15 
7.28 
2.87 

39. 
13.52 

70, 

$ 

$ 

205.2 
80.0 

12.86 
5.70 
5.16 

53. 

10.51 

59. 

$ 
$ 

194.7 

Percent  of  land  axea  tillable  ------ 

73.8 

G-ross  receipts  per  acre  --------- 

$ 

7.34 
8  00 

1^^ 

$ 

33. 
14.23 

Value  of  iraorovements  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  investment  per  acre  -------- 

71. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

12.3 
9.8 

29.8 
1.2 

10.9 

28.1 
7.9 

15.2 
7.9 

32.3 
1.0 
6.1 

29.0 
8.5 

11  0 

10  fi 

'Tnp^f    _           _    _                  -, 

25  4 

Soybeans  for  grain  ---------- 

2.7 

Other  cultivated  crons   ---__-__ 

13.2 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  -------- 

23.9 

Non-legune  hay  and  -pasture  ------ 

7.2 

Crop  yields 

29. 2 
27.5 
11.4 

32.1 
32.6 
12.5 

21.1 

21.2 

10.0 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Ret^arns  per  $100  viovth   of  feed  fed 

$        ~^ 

$ 
$ 

1153. 
148. 

166. 

309. 
7.2 

130. 
57. 
4,34 
8.74 

$ 

1235. 
166. 

190. 

296. 
7.2 

134. 
57. 
4.37 
9.39 

$ 
$ 

1171. 
118. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Onfl-l  P                   -                       -^ 

145. 

279. 

7.5 

Income  per  litter  farrov/ed  ------- 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  --___--- 

$ 

119. 
53. 

Investment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A.   -  - 

4.09 

Receipts  from  prodactive  L.  S.  per  A.  -  - 

7.07 

Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  ---___ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

38. 
6.17 
1.75 

3.14 

4.5 
209. 

$ 
$ 

25. 

5.23 
1.52 
2.33 

4.5 

202. 

$ 
$ 

7.57 

1.93 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

3.62 

Himber  of  work  horses  ------___ 

4.4 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses   ------ 

$ 

205.  i 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  -------- 

$ 

$ 

.74 

.58 

$ 

.73 
.69 

? 

.64 
^2 

$ 

$ 
$ 

959. 
295. 
4.10 
1985. 

$ 
$ 

964. 
885, 
10.38 
2639. 

$ 
$ 

853, 
-119. 

Tnr^'PPacP  it  i  Tivpn"!' r»T"vr  ..  _  -. 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent  -  -  - 

-.94 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ----__-. 

$ 

1429. 

Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business 

Randolph  County  1935 
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The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  avera&es  for 
the  37  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page. 
By  drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  meas\iring  the  efficiency  of 
your  farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  far- 
mers in  your  locality. 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  11  bushels  of  corn,  11.4 
tushels  of  oats  and  2.5  bushels  of  wheat  gave  the  12  most  profitable  farms  a 
big  advantage  over  the  12  least  profitable  farms. 

Sfficiency  with  which  livestock  was  handled  was  an  important  factor 
accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   The 
amount  of  livestock,  as  indicated  by  the  value  of  feed  fed,  was  practically  the 
same,  but  for  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  on  the  more  profitable  farms,  the  re- 
turn was  $153,  while  on  the  low  earning  farms,  for  the  same  value  of  feed,  the 
return  was  only  $118.   Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well 
as  the  income  per  litter  of  pigs  farrowed  and  dairy  sales  per  cow  were  higher  on 
the  farms  that  paid  the  best. 

The  larger  income  on  the  more  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $o.23  per  crop  acre  for  labor  0.nd  $2.38  for  pov/er  and  machinery,  or  a 
total  of  $7.51  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the 
other  group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by 
an  expense  of  $7.67  for  labor  and  $3.52  for  pov/er  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$11.29.   Taxes  and  improvement  costs  per  acre  were  higher,  however,  by  9  cents 
and  27  cents  respectively,  a  total  of  36  cents  per  acre  or  $84  per  farm  for  the 
farms  that  paid  the  best. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5 
percent  interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $1034 
left  for  their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked 
$394  of  having  enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  percent  interest  on  the 
capital)  and  had  nothing  left  for  labor  or  management. 


Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  compariFion  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting 
farms  in  Randolph  county  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the 
changes  in  price  level.   Corn  yields  v/ere  much  "better  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
1935  than  in  1934,  while  wheat  yields  were  lower  than  for  the  previous  year. 
The  cash  balance  was  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934  but  slightly  higher  than  in  any 
of  the  other  three  years.  Low  crop  yields,  especially  of  corn  in  1934,  and  de- 
pleted herds  and  flocks  of  livestock  because  of  lack  of  feed  had  a  very  depres- 
sing effect  on  earnings  in  1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Randolph  County  for  1931-1935 


Items 


Number  of  farms  -  -  - 
Average  size  of  farms. 


acres 


Gross  income  per  acre  -  _  -  -  . 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  ■ 
Net  income  per  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  liv9>'tjck  ------ 

Cattle  -,___------ 

Hogs   _-_--------. 

Poultry  ---------- 

Gross  income  per  farm  -  -  -  - 


Income  per  farm  from; 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle   ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs   -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


19311/  !   19321/ 


Cash  balance 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  v/heat  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu. 


30. 
190. 

8.44 
9.24 
-.80 

51. 
87. 


$  1550. 
809. 
164. 
193, 

$  1601, 


$  382 , 

30. 

1189. 

56, 

546. 

240. 

335, 

$   804. 

31. 
27. 

43. 


39. 
201, 

5.46 

7.27 

-1.81 

45. 
76. 


$  1246, 
626, 
118, 
150, 

$  1097, 


$   52, 

26, 

1009, 

56, 

556, 

140, 

246, 

$   795, 

36 , 
17, 
23, 


1933 


30. 
196. 

8,65 
6.90 
1,75 

43. 
70, 


$  1107. 
557, 
129. 
117. 

$  1599, 


$  591. 
47. 
1061, 
115, 
508. 
250. 
172. 

$  9^5, 

27. 

16. 

20. 


1934 


33. 
188, 

11.35 

7.03 
4.33 

41. 
70. 


$  1030, 

519. 

95, 

93. 

$  2143, 


982, 

$      186. 

56. 

48. 

105. 

1749. 

168. 

388. 

480, 

547. 

2^5, 

420. 

207. 

328. 

$  1111. 

15. 
19. 
26. 


1935 

37. 
195. 

10.15 
7.28 
2.87 

39.  ■ 

70. 


$  1065 , 

491. 

98, 

95. 

$  1983, 


969. 

29. 
11. 
28. 


1/  Records  from  Monroe  and  Washington  Counties  included  for  1931  and  1932. 
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Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  iron  one  part  of  the 
state  to  anothex',  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amoimt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  atove  the  average  in  some  co^jnties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  atove  average,  while  vmeat  and  oats  yields  were  bolow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  port  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  co-unties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  stats 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  h-jginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  conmoditiss 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  rroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  hetween  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-iring  1935.  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  hut  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v;orth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  "bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Kogs  were  v/orth  $7.25  a  htindred  in 
Janaary  1935  but  wer'  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.23 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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Annual  Farm  Business  Heport  on  Fifty-i-Qur 
Farms  in  Randolph  and  Honroe  Connties,  Illinois,  1S35 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

Farm  earninj>;s  in  Randolph  and  Monroe  counties  were  slightly  lower  in 
19.35  than  in  1934,  but  were  much  above  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933, 
Records  from  54  accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $798,  as 
compared  with  $817  for  1934,  $344  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $364  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  incomes  averaged  $754  per  farm  higher  in  1935 
than  in  1934,  The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $2895  in  1935;  the  average  cash 
business  expenditui'e  was  $1571  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1225.   In  1934 
the  cash  balance  was  $1111  a  farm.   Inventory  increases  were  smaller  in  1935  than 
in  1934,  which  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the  accounting  basis 
and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $262  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
$367  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all  farms 
in  an  area  are  lov/er  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accoimting  service.   The 
accounting  fsjrras  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are  m.ore 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  kiiown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  5.6  percent  on  tneir 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934, 

The  farmer  is  a  lahorer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sui'e  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the 
economic  well-being  of  farmers  v/ith  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  betv.'een  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuol  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used,  in  this  re- 
port.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*3.  C,  Secor  and  C.  A.  Hughes,  farm  advisers  in  the  above  Coianties, 
cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Tatle  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
54  Accounting  Farms  in  Randolph  &  Monroe  Counties,  1935  and  1934, 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver .1/ 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver.l/ 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1954 

Cash  expense  ver   farm 


Horses  -------  $_ 

Cattle  ------- 

Hogs  -------- 

Sheep  ___---- 

Poultry  and  eggs  -  - 
Dairy  sales   -  -  -  - 

Feed  and  grains   -  - 
Machinery  _  _  -  -  - 
Improvements  -  -  -  - 

Lator  ------- 

Miscellaneous  -  -  - 
Livestock  expense 
Crop  expense  -  -  -  - 

Taxes  ------- 

Total  -----  $ 


$ 


88  $ 

58 

147 

86 

32 

6 

9 

4 

31 

19 

357 

196 

435 

240 

140 

74 

130 

57 

30 

24 

22 

15 

131 

133 

118 

119 

Cash  income  per  farm 
$ $   57  $   43 


392 

259 

464 

209 

25 

25 

431 

228 

469 

480 

925 

763 

75 

64 

2 

5 

49 

53 

5 

3 

$1  571  $  1  031 


$2  895  $2  142 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  __---__-----------   $ 

reed  and  grains   --------------- 

Machinery  ------------------ 

Improvements  --------  ----__ 

Total  inventory  change   ____--_-_  | 


545  $  24 

-175  415 

83  -34 

9  -38 


$  262  $  367 


Summary 

Total  cash  income   ____-_--_-----   $ 

Total  cash  expense  -------------- 

Cash  balance  -----------------  $ 

Total  inventory  change  ------------ 

Receipts  less  expenses  ------------  $ 


$2  896  $2  142 
1  571   1  031 


$1  225  $1  111 
262    367 


$1  487  $1  478 


1/   Average   of  Randolph  County   in   1934 
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Parming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  v.hole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period  1924-1933. 
There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state.   (see  Fig.  1.) 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogSo   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  the  Randolph  and  Monroe  co'onty  farms  in  1935 
than  in  1934  (Table  1).   Cattle  sales  averaged  $392  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with 
$269  a  farm  in  1954.   Sales  of  hogs,  poultry  and  eggs,  and  feed  and  grain  were  also 
larger  in  1935  than  in  1934;  dairy  sales,  however,  were  less  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
Total  cash  sales  were  $754  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $640  a  farm  higher  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
The  largest  increase  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense  v/as 
$240  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $436  in  1935.   Farmers  for  several  years  have 
not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other  items  for  which 
expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include;  feeds,  improvements,  live- 
stock purchases,  and  labor. 

Livestock  inventories  vyere  higher  at  the  end  of  1935  than  at  the  begin- 
ning, as  were  also  inventories  of  machinery  and  improvements.   Inventories  of  feed 
and  grains  on  the  other  hand  were  $175  lower  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the 
beginning.   The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934. 

Variation  in  F''.rm  Earnings 

'.Thether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variation  is  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of 
efficiency  of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or 
loss  on  one  farm  as  compared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or 
low-income  group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to 
be  abnormally  high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  l-dnd  may  be 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
54  RandoToh  and  Konroe  Co^mt7  FS-rms  in  1935 


Items 


CAPITAL   II'TVEST'SIITS 


Land   ------------- 

Fgjrm  improvements   ------ 

Livestock  total  ------- 

Horses  ----------- 

Cattle  ----------- 

Hogs  ------------ 

Sheep   ----------- 

Poultry  ---------- 

MacMnery  and  equipment   -  -  - 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  - 

Total  caoital  investment 


REC'ilPTS  ma   ITZT  irCRSASSS 
Livestock  total  -  -  -  - 


Horses  ------------- 

Cattle  --  -___--_-_ 

Hogs  (includin.;;  AAA  payments) 
Sheep  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Egg  sales   ----------- 

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA  pay- 
ments)  ------------- 

Lahor  off  farm  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts   ----- 


Total  receir)ts  d  net  increases  -  - 


EXPENSES  AND  :UT   DECR-ASSS 


Farm  improvements   -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

kiscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  equipment 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies 
Livestock  expense  -  -  - 
Crop  expense  ------ 

Hired  labor   ------ 

Taxes   --------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  - 


Total  expenses  &   net  decreases 


Your 

farm 


Average  of 
54  farms 


$   9  150 

2  415 

1  107 

380 

453 

145 

15 

114 

1  305 

1  363 

$  15  320 


$   1  877 

15 
337 
610 

25 
138 
283 
469 

393 
49 

5 

$  2  324 


129 


277 

22 
131 
130 
118 

30 


837 


18  mo  s  t 
profitable 

farms 


8  153 

2  206 

1  140 

353 

479 

175 

12 

111 

1  375 

1  131 


$  14  006 


$   2  440 

38 
530 
968 

33 
133 
295 
443 

550 

55 

3 

$   3  049 


125 


277 

25 
148 
164 
133 

30 


$ 


902 


18  least 
profitable 
farms 


$   8  506 

2  645 

1  C17 

550 

455 

107 

10 

S5 

1  145 

1  322 

$  14  435 


$   1  372 

10 

218 

377 

7 

73 
220 
467 

68 

38 

9 

$   1  487 


127 


243 

17 
100 
50 
90 
29 


ODD 


RECEIPTS   L:H:SS   ElgEITSES 


Total  unpaid   labor  ------- 

Operator's   labor  ------- 

Family   labor  --------- 

Net   income   from  investment   and 

management     ---------- 

HATS  EARNED  ON  INVESTl^ENT 

Return   to   capital  and  operator's 

labor  and  management  ----- 
5^  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  -  - 
LABOR   Afro  ''AtlAGElIENT  V^AGE 


$      1  487 

689 
399 
290 

798 
5.2lfo 

1   197 

766 

$  431 


$      2   147 

619 
391 
228 

1   528 
10.91^ 

1   919 

700 
$      1  219 


831 


838 

410 
428 

-7 

0  ^ 


403 

722 

-319 
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seen  in  the  1935  records.  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a 
more  profitahle  year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who 
has  his  business  well  organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this 
kind  to  make  drastic  changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the 
fs.ctors  causing  high  or  low  returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a 
particular  year.   Some  farms  that  are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not 
show  good  eaj-nings  because  they  have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only. 
High  crop  yields  and  efficient  herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years 
of  labor. 

On  the  Randolph  and  Monroe  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was 
a  difference  of  $1535  per  farm  betvifeen  the  average  net  earnings  of  the  one -third 
most  profitable  and  the  one-third  least  profitable  farms  in  1935,  the  average  net 
earnings  for  the  two  groups  being  $1528  and  a  loss  of  $7  respectively.  (Table  2). 
Of  this  difference  $873  was  in  inventory,  $443  was  in  cash,  and  $219  was  in  unpaid 
operator's  and  family  labor.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1362  for  one  group 
and  by  $919  for  the  other  (Table  3),   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these 
figures,  was  the  amo'ont  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and  to 
pay  living  expenses.   Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available 
to  spend  for  life  insu-rance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and 
other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  more  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  the  study  averaged  189 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  194  acres;  a  difference  of  5  acres 
a  farm.   On  the  f^3Tms  that  paid  the  best,  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  ?;as 
three  percent  higher,  but  the  value  of  land  per  acre  was  exactly  the  same  as  was 
also  the  total  investment  per  acre.   The  value  of  improvements  per  acre  was  less, 
but  the  invest.aent  in  productive  livestock  was  more  on  the  more  profitable  than  on 
the  least  profitable  farms.  (Table  3.) 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found 
between  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  v/as  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  Randolph 
and  Monroe  county  farms  in  1935,  the  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $3049  and 
$1487  and  the  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $902  and  $655  respectively  (Table  2). 
On  an  acre  basis,  the  receipts  v/ere  $16.16  and  $7.65,  and  the  expenses  $8.06  and 
$7.69  respectively  (Table  3). 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year,  but 
the  high  group  took  less  loss  on  this  a,ccount  because  of  having  a  smaller  inventory 
of  feed,  grain  and  supplies  on  January  1,  1935  by  $191  (T-'.ble  2). 

The  percent  of  tillable  land  in  hay  and  pastiore  (legumes  and  non-legumes 
considered)  was  significantly  high  on  both  groups  of  farms,  indicating  a  tendency 
on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet  chang- 
ing economic  conditions.   In  the  group  of  cultivated  crops  there  vyas  more  corn  and 
wheat  and  less  oats  and  soybeans  for  grain  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best. 


392 


Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Farm  Business  on 
54  Randolph  and  l.Ionroe  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
54  farms 

lo  most 

profitable 

farms 

13  least 
profitable 

farms 

194.7 
81.5 

$   11.94 
7.84 
4.10 

$   47. 
12.40 

79. 

185.7 
82.1 

$   16.16 
8.06 
8.10 

$   43. 
11.69 
74. 

194.2 

Percent  of  land  area  tillable  -  -  -  - 

78.8 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  expenses  x>iT   acre  ------- 

$ 

$    7.66 
7.69 

Net  receipts  oer  acre   _-_-_-- 

-.03 

Value  of  land  per  acre   ------- 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

$   43. 
13.62 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

74. 

percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

15.2 

10.3 

32.2 

.8 

9.5 
23.5 

8.4 

16.5 
9.7 

34.7 

.7 

5.2 

20.1 

13.0 

11.7 

OofQ    _   - 

10.1 

Wheat  ---  _-_----__- 

28.7 

Soybeans  for  grain  -------- 

1.8 

Other  cultivated  crops   ------ 

15.7 

Legume  hay  and  pasture  ------ 

25.4 

Non-legume  hay  and  pastiire  -  -  -  - 

5.5 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  :er  acre  -------- 

33.9 
28.9 
13.9 

39.7 
35.3 
15.2 

21.7 

Oats,  bu.  Der  acre  -------- 

23.3 

^Theat,  bu.  per  acre   ------- 

10.8 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  v/orth  of  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$  1251. 
149. 

162. 
340. 
5.7 
$   123. 
59. 
4.50 
9.56 

$  1449. 
166. 

177. 

348. 

6.8 

$   137. 

55. 

5.35 
12 .  73 

$  1101. 
124. 

Returns  per  !^100  invested  in: 

140. 

?Q6 

Pigs  weaned  oer  litter  ------- 

7.3 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  ----- 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

$ 

$   126. 
52. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  3.  per  A. 

3.92 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

7.01 

Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$   34. 

5.46 
2.24 
3.77 

4.3 
$   204. 

$   25. 

6.22 
2.27 
3.51 

4.1 
$   189. 

$   58. 

7.34 

Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

2.06 

Power  a.nd  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

3.63 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

4.3 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  ----- 

$   135. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$     .66 
.61 

$     .66 
.70 

$     .55 
46 

Cash  balance  _-_------_-- 

Increase  in  inventor  j--  -------- 

$ 

$  1225, 
252. 
5.21 

$  2324 

1 

$  1362. 
735. 
10.91 
$  3049. 

$  919. 
-38. 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 

0. 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  ------- 

$ 

$  1487. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  i]fficiency  of   Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Randolph  and  Honroe  Counties  1935 


The  numbers  above  the  lines  acrosr.  the  middle  of  the  page 
54  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  n-omber  measuring 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  witn  that 
locality. 


are  the  averages  for  the 
the  top  of  the  page.  By 
the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
of  other  farmers  in  your 


Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Crop  yields 

Kogs:   Income  per 
litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales  per 
dairy  cow 

u 

(U 

ft 

en 

pj  <D 

-(J  +3 

CD  tn 

U    CD 

>.§ 

U   -H 

^  O 
O  r-^ 

Returns  per  $100 
of  feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

Cash  balance 

Gross 
receipts 

S 
u 

CtH 

SH 
•  H 

W 
CD 
f-l 
U 

,-i 

CD 

V. 
d 

<-* 

c3 

G9 
rH 

<D 

m 

to 

a 
o 

m 

iH 
0) 

Xi 

w 

<A 

CD 

o 

Power  and 
machinery 

CD 
O 

a 
u 

PL, 

cv; 

Cm 

U 

a) 
Ph 

12.5 

54 

44 

24 

228 

119 

490 

2:9 

1.46 

— 

14 

1762 

2725 

21.94 

5324 

345 

11.0 

50 

41 

22 

208 

109 

460 

229 

2.46 

0.57 

18 

1462 

2425 

19.94 

4724 

315 

i 
1 

!  9.5 

46 

38 

20 

185 

99 

430 

209 

3.46 

1.37 

22 

1162 

2125 

17. 94 

4124 

285 

1 
8.0 

42 

35 

18 

158 

89 

400 

189 

4.46 

2.17 

26 

862 

1825 

15  54 

3524 

255 

6.5 

38 

32 

16 

148 

79 

370 

169 

5.46 

2.97 

30 

562 

1525  13.94 

2924 

225 

5.21 

35.9 

28.9 

15.9 

128 

69 

340 

149 

6.46 

3.77 

34 

262 

1225 

1154 

2324 

195 

3.5 

30 

1 

25 

12 

103 

59 

310 

129 

7,45 

4.57 

38 

-38 

925 

9.94 

1724 

165 

! 
2 . 0 

25 

23 

10 

88 

49 

260 

109 

8.45 

5.57 

42 

-338 

625 

7.94 

1124 

135 

0.5 

22 

20 

8 

63 

39 

250 

89 

9.46 

5.17 

46 

-638 

325 

5.94 

524 

105 

-1.0 

18 

17 

6 

48 

29 

220 

69 

10.46 

6.97 

50 

-938 

25 

3,94 

-76 

75 

-2.5 

14 

r 

14 

4 

28 

t 

19 

190 

42 

11.45 

7.77 

54 

-1238 

-275 

1,94 

-675 

45 

39^ 


Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  arnountinf^  to  18  "busliels  of  corn,  13  tusliels 
of  oats  and  4.4  "bushels  of  v/heat  gave  the  18  most  profita.ble  farms  a  big  advantage 
over  the  18  least  profitable  farms. 

The  amomit  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  tv/o  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  18 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $1.43  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $348  per  ft-rm  more  than  on  the  18  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3), 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry,  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on  the 
more  profitable  f  =j-nis .   For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  on 
the  farms  that  paid  the  best  there  was  a  retiarn  of  $166  as  contrasted  with  a  ret'orn 
of  $124  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  more  profitable  farms  was  secijred  with  an  expense 
of  $6.22  uer  crop  acre  for  1-bor  and  $3.51  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$8.73  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.  The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$7.34  for  labor  and  $3.63  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $10.97.   Taxes  and 
improvement  costs  per  acre  were  highar,  however,  by  1  cent  and  24  cents,  a  total  of 
25  cents  per  acre  or  $41  per  farm  for  the  farms  that  paid  the  best. 

After  all  expenses  ?;ere  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  percent 
interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $1219  left  for  their 
labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $318  of  having 
enough  income  to  pay  expenses  (including  5  percent  interest  on  the  capital)  and  had 
nothing  left  for  labor  or  management  (Table  2). 
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-9- 
Variation  in  Earnings  Over  Pive-Yea.r  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditaires  on  the  acco-ontin^  farms 
in  Randolph  and  Llonroe  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the 
changes  in  price  level.  Corn  yields  were  better  on  the  accounting  farms  in  1935  than 
in  1934,  although  this  ?*as  not  true  for  all  farms  in  the  county.  IWieat  yields  vv-ere 
lower  than  for  the  year  previous.  Het  receipts  per  acre  were  less  than  for  1934,  al- 
though the  cash  balance  per  farm  was  the  largest  for  any  year  of  the  past  five  years. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Randolph  and  Monroe  Counties  for  1931-1935 


TgsHT 


19321/  ;      19332/ 


1954:^/  I   1935 


I  terns 


Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres  -  - 

G-ross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Net  income  -per  acre  ------- 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Tota,l  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 


Investment  per  f ■  rm  in 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle   ------- 

Hogs   -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


G-ross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  fron: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 

Cattle   

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs.  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  b?,lance  --------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu. 

Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  - 

Average  7iii;ld  of  oats  in  bu. 


30 
190 

8.44 
9.28 
-.84 

51. 
87, 


$1550. 
809. 
154. 
193. 

$1501. 


$  382. 

50. 

1189. 

56. 

546. 

240. 


535. 

804. 

31. 
27. 
43. 


39 

201 

5.46 

7.27 

-1.61 

45. 
76. 


$  1246. 
526. 
118. 

150. 

$  1097. 


52. 
25. 

1009. 

555. 
140. 
245. 

795. 

36 , 
17, 
23, 


61 
187 

10.84 
7.95 
2.89 


$  55. 
87. 


$1206 . 
565. 

150. 
143. 

$2024, 


42. 
1209, 
120. 
501. 
308. 
266. 

$1100. 


18. 
20, 


33 
188 

11.35 
7.03 
4.33 

41. 

70, 


$  1030. 
519, 
95. 
98. 


$  2143. 


$  982. 
55. 
1105, 
168. 
480, 
206, 
207. 

$  1111, 

15. 
19. 
25. 


54 


1^ 


11.94 
7.84 
4.10 


$  47. 
79, 


$1107, 
453, 
145. 
114. 

$2324. 


54. 

1877. 

337. 

459, 
510. 
421, 

$1225, 

34. 
14. 
29, 


t 


l/  Records  from  Randolph,  Moriroe,  and  'vVashington  Counties  for  1931  &  1932. 
2/  Records  from  Randolph,  Monroe,  and  St.  Clair  Co'onties  for  1933. 
3/  Record  of  R?.ndorph  County  for  1934. 
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Variation  ir.  Croio  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amoiint  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  v.ary  from  one  are^ 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  dfijnage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  averagu  in  othei'  counties  (Figure  ],),  The  1935  conibined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  whea.t ,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
tne  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  laeriod  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  v/crs  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  wer^i  b^low  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  belov,-  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  statii.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1954  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  accoiant  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  btgirtning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  v^hich  farmers  buy.  For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1931-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  -nroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  dioring  1935.  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  llo  percent  of  the  1909-19-14  level,  but  liad  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  Jami-ary,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  123  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
Jan^oary  1935  but  werv.  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.55 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Eutterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AMUAL  FARM  BUSINESS  REPORT  ON  FORTY-TWO 
FARMS  IN  JEFFERSON,  MARION,  JACKSON,  RICHLAND 
AND  CLAY  COUNTIES,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Cunningham,  G.  H.  Reuss* 

Farm  earnings  in  Jefferson,  Marion,  Jackson,  Richland,  and  Clay  counties 
were  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934,  but  were  much  ahove  the  level  for  the  /ear  1930 
to  1933.   Records  from  42  accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm 
of  $345  as  compared  with  $1194  for  1934,  $353  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of  $412  for 
1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $225  lower  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1954.  The  average  cash  farm  incorae  was  $1802  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  business  expenditure  was  $955  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $846.   In 

1934  the  cash  balance  was  $1071  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting  basis 
but  not  under  the  cash  basis.  This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  betT/een 
the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $123  per  farm  in  1935,  as  compared  with 
an  increase  of  $680  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  hov/ever,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agricultui-e ,  the  year 

1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for 
the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.   A  group  of  industrial  corpor- 
ations reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  6.6  percent 
on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  fa,rmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this  re- 
port.  F or  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Srvice  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  products. 


*  W.  P.  Scott,  F.  J.  Blackburn,  J.  G.  McCall,  C.  L.   Beatty,  and  R.  K, 
Wise,  farm  advisers  in  Jefferson,  Marion,  Jackson,  Richland,  and  Clay  counties, 
cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 

42  Accounting  Fs-rms  in  Jefferson,  Marion, 

Jackson,  Richland  &  Clay  Counties,  1935 

and  1934 


Items 


Horses  ------ 

Cattle  ------ 

Hogs  - - 

Sheep  ------ 

Poultry  and  eggs  - 
Dairy  sales   _  -  - 
Feed  and  grains 
Machinery  -  -  -  - 

Improvements  -  -  - 
Lahor  ------ 

Miscellaneous  -  - 
Livestock  expense 
Crop  expense  -  -  - 
Taxes   ------ 

Total - 


Your 

Your 

farm   Aver. 

Aver. 

faxm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

1935   1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense 

per  farm 

Cash  income  p 

er  farm 

$      $  45 

$  56 

$ 

$  55 

$  58 

30 

33 

228 

133 

19 

11 

335 

434 

1 

4 

33 

31 

23 

22 

424 

265 

— 

— 

252 

217 

152 

139 

353 

797 

263 

239 

67 

54 

257 

104 

1 

8 

60 

120 

39 

67 

21 

20 

15 

4 

13 

15 

— 

— 

78 

128 

— 

— 

84 

116 
$1007 

— 

— 

$      $  956 

$ 

$1802 

$2078 

Inventory  changes 

Livestock     --__-_-_-___________$ 

Feed  and   5;rains      ----_--_-_---____ 

Machinery     -------------------- 

Improvements  ------------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -----_---__--$ 


$  219  $  78 

-193  574 

31  30 

65  -2 

"$  123  $  580 


Summary 

-■■otal  cash  income   -__-____________^ 

Total  casn  expense  ---------------- 

Cash  halance  -------------_-_-__$ 

Total  inventory  change  -------------- 

Receipts  less  expenses  ----------_---$ 


$1802  $2078 

_  956   1007 

$  846 

123 


$1071 
680 


$  969  $1751 


_l/  Records  from  Jefferson,  Edv/ards,  'ffahash,  Jackson,  Marion,  White  .Saline , 
Crawford,  Richland,  Clay,  Washington,  Wayne  and  Johnson  Counties  in- 
cluded for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  tetter  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  v;liole  the  co..iined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  hijjier  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924- 
1933.   There  wa,s  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See 
Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  tne  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16,2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  sarae  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  vifith  large  grain  inventories. 


Cash  F'^jm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 


Cash  sales  averaged  $276  lower  on  the  accounting  farms  in  1955  than  in 
1934,  the  total  cash  sales  for  these  years  being  $1302  and  $2073  respectively 
(Table  1).   Grain  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  payments,  averaged  $353 
a  farm  in  1955  as  compared  with  $797  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of  hogs,  including 
Agricultural  Adjustment  payments , were  also  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934.  Poultry  and 
egg  sales,  nowever,  v/ere  $159  a  farm  higher  last  year  than  during  the  previous 
year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  were  lower  in  1935  than  in  1934,  by  $51,  there 
being  less  money  spent  for  labor,  crop  expense  and  taxes. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  ajid,  follovv-ing  a  short  crop  (Page  11) 
the  inventory  value  was  $193  less  at  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big 
expenditures  for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $31 
per  farm,  as  conroared  with  an  increase  of  $30  per  farm  in  1934.   In  1935  there  v/as 
enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  increase  their  value,  by  $66,  as  compared 
with  a.  smaller  amoujit  of  money  spent  the  previous  year,  which  resulted  in  a  $2 
decrease  per  farm. 

Variations  in  Ffxm  Earnings 

■fVhether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certahn  econo/.iic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  f.ejrmer  can  control.   Hovvever ,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  alv/ays  result  in  the  sane  relative  profit  or  loss  on 
one  farm  as  coriTpared  with  other  farms,   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  tliat  happen  to  be  abnormally 
high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  exainple  of  this  kind  ma.y  be  seen  in  the  1935 
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Talale  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Sxpenses  and  Sarnings  on 
42  Jefferson,  Marion,  Jackson,  Richla,nd  &,   Clay 
County  Farms  i::  1955 


Items 


CAPITA!  INVE3TIEIITS 


Land  ----------- 

F'xm  improvement  ----- 

Livestock  total  -  -  -  -  - 

Horses  --------- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs  ---------- 

Sheep  -  --__-_ 

Poultry  -------- 

Machinery  ,-ind  equipment 
Feed,  grain  and  supplies  - 
Total  caoital  investment 


Ycur 
farm 


Average  of 
42  fa.rins 

$  5  318 


)31 

;02 


395 

93 

38 

113 

757 


$  9  574 


14  rriost 

profitable 

farms 


$  5  286 

1  584 

1  188 

340 

599 

93 

25 

131 

742 

885 

$   9  655 


14  least 
profitable 
farms 


$ 


4  737 

1  172 

701 


$  8 


rec3ip::s  Ai'iD  :raT  iitcksasss 


Livestock  total 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including-  AAA  payments )- 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Egg  sales  ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 


$   1  428 

38 
294 
3S7 

32 
144 
231 
252 


59 

15 

$   1  432 


$   1  870 

38 
406 
545 

34 
142 
335 
370 

144 
32 

29 

$  2  075 


EXPENSES  Aim  :GT  DECREASES 


Farm  improvements  -  -  - 
Horses  --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  eq^oipment-  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  --___---__ 
Taxes-  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  _  - 
Total  expenses  ic   net  decreases 


90 


165 
2 
15 
78 
60 
84 
21 


64 


146 

20 
71 
58 
77 
21 


513 


$ 


467 


RECEIPTS  LESS  S^CPENSES 


Total  unpaid  labor  ------- 

Operator's  l^.bor  ------- 

Family  labor  --------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  ----------- 

RATE  EARNED  Oil   IITVSSTJ.CENT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 
libor  and  management  ------ 

5^  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  AI'ID  I,!AMAG-Si.5SiJT  WAGE 


524 
392 
232 

345 

3.60^ 


737 
479 


258 


$   1  608 

618 

375 
245 

990 
10.22^ 

1  363 

484 

$   S79 


-252 
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records .  Producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  yeax 
than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business  v;ell 
organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic  changes 
in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or  low  re- 
turns for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that 
are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they 
have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields  and  efficient 
herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  42  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference  of  $1239 
per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which  was 
the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was  the  least  profitable  in  1935,   The 
average  net  earnings  for  the  most  profitable  group  was  $990,  as  contrasted  with  a 
loss  of  $249  for  the  least  profitable  group  (Table  2).   Of  this  difference,  $707 
was  in  inventory  and  $574  was  in  cash.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $1102 
for  one  group  and  by  $528  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital 
and  to  pay  living  expenses.  Where  the  cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was 
available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recre- 
ation, and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  v/ith  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  an  average  difference  of  35  acres  between  that  third 
of  the  farms  that  was  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  per  farm  averaging  167  and  151  respectively,  A  larger  percentage  of 
the  land  on  the  more  profitable  farms  was  tillable,  but  the  valuation  per  acre  was 
$3  less  than  on  the  least  profitable  farms.  The  total  investment  per  farm  for 
improvements  was  greater  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most  than  on  the  farms  that 
paid  the  least  (Table  2),   The  value  of  improvements  per  acre,  however,  was  only 
72  cents  more  on  the  more  profitable  farms  because  the  investment  was  divided  over 
more  acres  (Table  3). 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  f'^.rms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.  This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  42 
farms  in  1935,  tne  figures  for  receipts  ajid  net  increases  being  $2075  and  $941  £uid 
for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $467  and  $514  respectively  (Table  2), 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  f  arius ,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  percentage  of  tillable  land 
in  corn,  oats,  aiid  hay  and  pasture,  and  a  smaller  percentage  in  wheat  and  other 
cultivated  crops.   The  high  percentage  of  til]a.ble  land  in  both  legume  and  non- 
legume  hay  and  pasture  indicates  a  tendency  on  the  paxt  of  the  account  keepers  to 
adjust  their  cropping  systems  to  meet  changing  economic  conditions. 
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5  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Fa.rrn  Bv.siness  on 
42  Jefferson,  Harion,  Jackson,  Richland  &  Clay 
County  F^-.rras  in  1935 


Items 


YOUT 

farm 


Average  of 

42  farms 


14  most 

profitable 

farms 


14  least 

profitable 

farms 


Si::e  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
Net  receipts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre 
Total  investment  "oer  acre  -  -  - 


181.0 
85.5 

8.19 
5.28 
1.91 

29. 
S.46 


187.2 
33.9 

$  11.08 
5.79 
5.29 

$     28. 
8.45 


151.4 
P.7.  _  ?. 


6.22 

7.86 

-1.54 


31. 

7.74 
54. 


Percent    of   tillable   land   in: 

Corn  ----------     -__- 

Oats     -_--_--_------ 

Wheat   -------------- 

Soybeans    for   grain     ------- 

Other   cultivated  crops      -   -   -   -   - 

Legijme  hay  and  pasture     ----- 

lion-legume  hay  and  pasture     -  -  - 


15.4 
5.5 
14.0 
1.2 
12.2 
25.9 
25.8 


16.5 
6.4 

10.5 
1.4 

10.7 

26.1 

k-/0  « o 


12.6 
3,5 
16.0 
.8 
17.1 
28.1 
21.9 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre 
Op.ts,  bu.  per  acre 
^eat,  bu.  per  acre 


26.2 
13.3 
10.5 


29.7 
14.4 
11.3 


19.2 

12.1 

6.2 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed-  - 
Reti^rns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle   -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

Pigs  weaned  per  litcer   _--__-- 
Income  per  litter  farrov/ed  _  -  -  _  - 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L,  S.  per  A. 
ReceiT)ts  from  productive  L.  S.  ner  A. 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income  $ 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  - 
Machinery  cor.t  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  . 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 

Number  of  work  horses  _-_-_--. 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  -  . 
Improvement  cost  oer  acre  -----. 
Taxes  per  acre-  ----------. 

Cash  balance  -_---------. 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  on  investment  -  percent 
Gross  receiT3ts  uer  farm  ------- 


$  774. 


123. 

340. 
5.8 
$  148. 
47. 
4.06 
7.58 


$ 


44. 
5.56 
1.54 
3.22 

3.9 


$  840. 
218. 

114. 
373. 
7.5 
$  175. 
51. 
5.19 
9.79 


$ 


52. 
6.52 
1.46 
2.98 


$  1« 


4.0 
$  191. 


$  597. 
145. 

150. 
304. 
6.5 
$  128. 
44. 
.5,16 
5.75 


$ 


52. 
6.80 
1.97 
5.14 


2.9 

$  118. 


.50 
.46 


.34 
.41 


$  846, 
123. 
3.50 
$1482. 


$1102. 
506. 
10.22 
$2075. 


.48 
.42 


$  528. 
-201. 
-3.06 
$  941. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Sfficiency  of  Various  Peirts  of  Your  Business, 
Jefferson,  L^arion,  Jac^cson,  Hichland,  and  Clay  Coimties  1935 


Tlie  nuinters  above  tlie  lines  a.cross  the  middle  of  the  pa^'e  are  the  averaf^es  for  the 
42  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  u-UTiber  rneasiji'in^-  the  efficiency  of  your  farm 
in  that  factor,  you  can  compajre  your  efficiency  vith  that  of  other  farmers  in  yojT 
locality. 
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Greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  10.5  bushels  of  corn,  2.3 
bushels  of  oats  and  3,1  bushels  of  wheat  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big 
advantage  over  the  least  profitable  farms.   Similar  advantages  are  always  apparent 
in  farm  management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing 
their  net  earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per 
acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled  were 
the  two  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  between 
the  two  groups  of  farms.   The  14  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average  investment 
of  $971  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $482  on  the  least  profitable  group. 
This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $5.19  and  $3.18  respectively,  from  which 
the  receipts  were  $9,79  and  $5.75  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.   The  high  income 
group  fed  more  feed  per  farm  than  did  the  other  group,  and  for  each  $100  worth  of 
feed  fed  received  $218  in  livestock  retiirns  compared  with  $146  for  the  other  group. 
The  important  kinds  of  livestock  were  cattle,  hogs,  and  poultry.   Sales  of  dairy 
products  per  cow  averaged  $51  for  this  group,  and  $44  for  the  low-income  group. 
The  average  income  per  litter  of  hogs  was  $176  and  $128  for  the  two  groups. 

While  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  sitiuation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.   These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  undue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  tha.t  farmers  who  have  a  niirnber  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose  in- 
comes are  largely  limited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $6.52  per  acre  for  labor  and  $2.98  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$9,50  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other 
group  of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$5.80  for  labor  and  $3.14  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $9.94. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  fajnily  labor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  the  total  fe.rm  investment,  the  more  successfiul  operators  had  $879  left 
for  their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $252 
of  getting  enough  income  to  pay  all  expenses,  including  interest  on  capital  invested 
and  had  nothing  left  for  their  labor  and  management . 


i 
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A  comparison  of  production,  income,  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting 
farms  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  change  in  price  level. 
Low  crop  yields  in  1955,  comhined  with  a  declining  market  resulted  in  an  average 
loss  of  $2  per  farm  from  the  crops  account.  Livestock  income,  on  the  other  hand, 
averaged  $1,428  per  farm  in  1935,  or  $328  more  than  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  ranged  from  a  low  of  $5.94 
in  1933  to  a  high  of  $7.03  in  1931,  while  gross  income  per  acre  varied  from  a  low  of 
$3.44  in  1932  to  a  high  of  $12.00  in  1934. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 

Farms  in  Jefferson,  Marion,  Jackson,  Richland,  and 
Clay  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19311/ 


19322/ 


33^ 


19341/ 


Items 
Number  of  farms  --------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres-  -  - 

G-ross  income  per  acre  ------ 

Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Net  income  per  acre  ------- 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre-  - 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs-  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Gross  income  per  farm  ------ 

Income  oer  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  income  -  -  _  -  - 
Total  livestock  -------- 

Cattle  

Dairy  sales  ---------- 

Hogs  ------------- 

Poultry  ------------ 

Cash  balance  _--__----_ 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.   -  - 
Average  yield  of  v/heat  in  bu.  -  - 


1935 


62 
207 


6.16 
7.03 
-.87 


$  32. 
58. 


$1545. 
809. 
146. 
165. 

$1274. 


$  239. 
90. 
945. 
145. 
314. 
206. 
264. 


$ 


31. 
29. 


39 

178 


3.44 

6.13 

-2.69 


$  31, 

53, 


$1085. 

505. 

96, 

125. 

$  610. 


$   0 
49. 

551. 
10. 

265. 

115, 

167, 

$  555. 

32, 
15, 


30 
193 


$ 


7,24 
5.94 
1.30 


52. 


$1039. 
476. 
105, 
111, 

$1400. 


$  358. 
59. 

OQ'7 

40. 
505. 
198. 
189. 

$  805. 

29. 
14. 


83 

200 

$  12.00 
6.04 
5.96 

$  38. 

60, 


$  993. 

394. 

142. 

95. 

$2403. 


$1232. 
71. 
1100. 
137, 
217. 
418. 
253. 

$1071. 

31. 
12. 


42 
181 


8.19 
6.28 
1.91 


$  29. 
53, 


$1002. 

395. 

93. 

113. 

$1482. 


$  -2. 
54. 
1428. 
294. 
252. 
387. 
425, 

$  845, 

26. 
11, 


ij   Records  from.  Jefferson,  Clay,  Marion,  Richland,  Jackson,  Pope,  Wayne,  Johnson, 

Williamson,  and  Pranklin  counties  included  for  1931. 
2/  Records  from  Jefferson,  Jackson,  Richland,  ifcxion,  Wayne,  Clay,  Johnson,  and 

Williamson  coiinties  included  for  1932. 
3/  Records  from  Jefferson,  Marion,  Jackson,  and  Clay  counties  included  for  1933, 
4/  Records  from  Jefferson,  Edwards,  Wabash,  Jackson,  Marion,  Wliite,  Saline,  Cro,wford, 

Richland,  Clay,  ITashington,  Wayne,  and  Johnson  counties  included  for  1934. 
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Variation  ir.  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  darn- 
age,  frost  dajnage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  coimties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bi.-low  average. 

Yields  wore  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  P.iver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  lov.-  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  b'jginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.   For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  nroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  75  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-oring  1935.   For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
Janxmry  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  95  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December, 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  85  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base), 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.   Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  sair.e  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.   Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  wer^j  worth  $9.00  in  December.   Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $5.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


Ho-j 


AI\^TUAL  TAHI/I  BUSIliSSS  REPORT  Oil  THIRTY-FIVE 
FARIK   IIT  ^ATIITS,   SDWARDS ,    WA3ASH  &  3ALI1E   COUNTIES,    ILLINOIS 

1S35 

P.  E.  Jolarxston,  J.  B.   Ctinnin,;;liara,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

Farm  earnings  in  TThite,  Edwards,  Waliash,  and  Saline  comities  were  lower 
in  1935  than  in  1934,  tut  were  much  atove  the  level  for  the  years  1930  to  1933. 
Records  from  35  accounts  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farm  of  $300  as 
compared  with  $1194  for  1934,  $353  for  1333,  and  a  loss  of  $412  for  1932. 

On  a  Cpsh  basis,  however,  net  incomes  averaged  $343  higher  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  ca.sh  f^rm  income  was  $3057  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  husixiess  expenditure  was  $1543  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of  $1414, 
In  1934  the  cash  balance  v/as  $1071  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  oper- 
ator and  family  labor  cure  considered  m  calculating  earnings  under  the  accoujiting 
basis  but  not  under  the  cash  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy 
betv/een  the  accounting  basis  and  the  casn  basis. 

The  net  inventory  decrease  was  $105  per  farm  in  1935,  as  contrasted  with 
an  increase  of  $580  per  farm  in  1934. 

Earm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  tne  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service.   The 
accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  liy   fc:rmers  who  are  more 
efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agriculture,  the  year 
1935  was  better  than  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January,  1936, 
were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  64  for  the 
year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial  corporations 
reported  by  a  nationally  known  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  5.6  percent  on  their 
invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  v/ith  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist,  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  managerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  comnDare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of 
corporations  a  charge  is  made  for  inanagement  service;   this  is  a  cash  cost,  while 
in  the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  coinpare  f;:rm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bm-eau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persons)  in  1935,  when  estimp.ted  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  oroducts. 


*  R.  H.  aanahan,  W.  D.  Murphy,  H.  K.  Lett,  and  H.  C.  Neville,  farm 
advisers  in  VCiite,  Edwards,  Wabash,  and  Saline  counties,  cooperated  in  suoervising 
and  collecting  the  records  on  which  thi?  report  is  based. 
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Tatle  1. — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense,  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
35  Accoijnting  Farms  in  iTnite,  Edv.'ards,  Yfatash,  and 
Saline  Counties,  1935  and  1934i/ 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver . 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm   Cash  income  per  farm 


Horses  ----------$ 

Cattle  ----__-_-- 

Hogs 

Sheep  _-_------_ 

Poultry  and  eggs  ----- 

Dairy  sales  ------- 

Feed  and  grains  ----- 

Machinery  ___--_-_ 
Improvements  ------- 

Lahor-  ---------- 

Miscellaneous  _-_--_ 
Livestock  expense  -  -  -  - 

Crop  expense  ------- 

Taxes-  ---------- 

Total $ 


$  73 

$  56 

106 

33 

38 

11 

4 

4 

33 

22 

248 

139 

525 

239 

129 

104 

191 

120 

21 

20 

25 

15 

112 

128 

138 

115 

$ 


$ 


50 

$  68 

354 

133 

852 

434 

51 

31 

395 

265 

241 

217 

939 

797 

105 

54 



8 

65 

67 

5 

4 

$1643  $1007 


$3057  $2078 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -__-----_-----------$ 

Feed  and  grains   ----------------- 

Machinery  -------------------- 

Improvements  ------------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -------------$ 


$  344  $  78 

-650  574 

202  30 

-1  -2 


$-105  $  680 


Summary 

Total  cash  income   --------_____-__$ 

Total  cash  expense  ---------------- 

Cash  halance  -------------------$ 

Total  inventory  change  -------------- 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------------$ 


$2078 

1007 


$3057 

1543 
'$1414 

-105 

'$1309  $1751 


$1071 
580 


2/  Records  from  Jefferson,  Edwards,  Wahash,  Jackson,  Marion,  ^ffiiite,  Saline, 
Crawford,  Richland,  Clay,  Washington,  Wayne,  and  Johnson  Counties  included 
for  1934. 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Jarm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  :Wheat, 
soybeans,  .gjid  hay  averaged  hi.^her  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924- 
1935.   There  was  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state 
(See  Fig.  1) . 

price  changes  v/hich  toolc  place  d^iring  1935  favored  the  livestocl:  farms 
rather  than  the  _,Tain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  6.3  bushels  of  corn  were  eq^ual  in 
value  to  100  pounds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pouiids  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Faxin  Income  and  Inventory  Chaiiges 

Ca-sh  sales  were  hij^er  on  the  accounting  f-^rms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Ad-ministration  receipts, 
averaged  $852  a  farm  in  1935  as  conrpai'ed  with  $434  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of  cattle, 
poultry  and  eggs,  dairy  products,  and  grain  were  also  larger  in  1935  tlian  in  1934. 
Total  cash  sales  were  $979  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  diuring  the  previous  yea,r. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $536  higher  a  f=rm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $239  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $525  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  v/hich  expenditures  were  larget-  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:   feeds, 
improvements,  livestock  purchases,  n.nd  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  yerr,  and,  following  a  short  crop  (Page  11)  the 
inventory  value  was  $650  less  a/t  the  end  of  the  year  than  at  the  beginning.   The 
inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  ]iigh  in  1934.  Big  expendi- 
tures for  machinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $202  per  farm, 
as  compared  y/ith  an  increase  of  $30  per  farm  in  1934.   In  either  of  the  last  two 
years  there  was  not  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  maintain  inventory 
valuations. 

Variations  in  Farm  3arnings 

"fnether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  lo?/,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  fo-.rras,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on  the 
type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to  fac- 
tors T/hich  the  individual  farmer  can  control.   Hov/ever,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  same  relative  profit  or  loss  on 
one  farm  as  coiiipared  with  other  farms.   A  farm  iriay  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally 
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Table  2. — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
35  Ciite,  Edwards,  Wabash, &  Saline  County  Farms  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL   IKVESTl/naJTS 

Land  -------------- 

Farm  improvements  ------- 

Livestock  total  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  _---__------ 

Hogs  ------------- 

Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  ----------- 

Machinery  and  equipment   -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AUD  .lET  INCREASES 

Livestock  total-  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments )- 
Sheep  ------------ 

Poultry  -_-__----__ 

Egg  sales   ---------- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPENSES   AIO  J\TET  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements      ^   -----   - 

Horses   ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  ajid  eojuipment     _  -  -  - 
Feed,    grain  and  supplies   -   -   -   - 

Livestock  expense  ------- 

Crop  expense  ---------- 

Hired  labor  __--___--- 
Taxes   _---  -  ------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  exoenses  &  net  decreases 

RECEIPTS  LBSS~EXPFNSES  

Total  unpaid  labor  -------- 

Operator's  labor  ____---- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 

management  -------   -__- 

RATE  EARNED  ON   ILIVESTl.IENT 

Return  to   capital  a.nd  operator's 

labor   and  management   ------ 

5%  of  capital   invested-   -   _   -   _   _ 
LABOR  AND  MANAGEISITT  Y^AGE 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
35  farms 


$ 


9  038 

2  066 

1  132 

371 

455 

145 

49 

112 

563 

1  627 

$  14  516 


12  most 
profitable 

farms 


$  11  161 

2  154 

1  431 

442 

566 

209 

92 

122 

794 

1  526 

$  17  066 


12  least 
profitable 
farms 


$  7  993 

1  954 

1  015 

408 

385 

79 

27 

116 

545 

1  757 

$  13  264 


$  2  033 

24 
391 
923 

62 
110 
282 
241 

41 
65 

5 

$  2  144 


$   2  911 


$   3  471 


$   1  285 


17 

23 

622 

212 

1  528 

452 

120 

22 

123 

105 

289 

265 

212 

206 

498 

^ 

61 

63 

1 

1 

$   1  349 


130 


218 

25 
112 
191 

138 
21 


153 


259 

37 
141 
284 
152 

23 


$ 


835 


$   1  049 


114 


212 
201 
9 
113 
133 
139 
22 


943 


$   1  509 

509 
369 
140 

800 
5.5lfo 


1  169 

725 

$    443 


$  2  422 

449 
319 

130 

1  973 
11.56^ 

2  292 
855 

$   1  439 


406 


590 
385 

205 

-184 

-1.39fo 


201 
653 


$   -462 
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high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  tliis  ::ind  may  "be  seen  in  the 
1935  records.  Producers  of  oeef  cattle,  ho^s  and  sheep,  enjoyed  a  .iiore  profitable 
year  than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  tusiness 
well  organi2ed  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  malce  drastic 
changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  tne  factors  causing  high  or  low 
returns  for  a  particular  t'^-^e  of  production  in  a  particula,r  year.   Some  farms  that 
are  well  pLanned  and  efficiently  operated  do  njt  shovv'  good  earnings  because  they 
have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  ti;v.e  only.   High  crop  yields  and  efficient 
herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  35  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  difference  of  $2157 
per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms  which  was  the 
most  profitable  and  that  third  whicn  was   the  least  profitable  in  1935.  The  average 
net  earnings  for  the  most  profitable  group  was  $1973,  as  contrasted  with  a  loss  of 
$184  for  the  least  profitable  group  (Table  2).  Of  this  difference,  $522  was  in 
inventory,  $1494  was  in  cash,  and  $141  was  in  ujipa.id  operator's  and  family  labor. 
Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2218  for  one  group  and  by  $724  for  the  otner 
(Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by  these  figui'es,  was  the  amount  that 
was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borro^ved  capital  and  to  pay  living  expenses.   TThsre  the 
cash  earnings  were  high,  more  money  was  available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home 
conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  con- 
tribute to  the  staaidard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

In  size,  there  was  an  average  difference  of  57  acres  between  that  third 
of  the  farms  that  was  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was  least  profitable, 
the  acreage  per  farm  averaging  232  and  195  respectively.  A  larger  percentage  of 
the  land  on  the  more  profitable  farms  was  tillable,  r.nd  the  valuation  per  acre  was 
$2  more  than  on  the  least  profitable  farms.   The  total  investment  per  fanii  far 
improvements  was  greater  on  the  farms  tlmt  paid  the  most  than  on  the  fanms  tnat  paid 
the  least  (Table  2).   The  value  of  ir.Tprovements  per  acre,  however,  was  lower  on  the 
more  profitable  farms  because  the  investment  was  divided  over  more  acres  (Table  3). 

In  most  fa.rm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  foiond  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  f -  rms  than  between  the 
expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these  account- 
ing f^rms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being  $3471  and  $1549 
and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1049  and  $943  respectively  (Table  3). 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  tne  two 
groups  of  farms,  the  mOst  profitable  aaving  a  larger  percentage  of  tillable  la,nd 
in  corn,  and  legume  hay  and  pasture,  and  a  smaller  percentg,ge  in  v;heat  £.nd  non- 
legume  hay  and  pasture. 


Table   3. — Factors  Helping  to   Analyze   tiae  Farm  Business   on 
35  iTliite,   Edwards,   Wabash  &  Saline   County  Farms    in  1935 


Items 

Your 
farm 

Average  of 
35  farms 

12  most 

profitable 

farms 

12  least 
profitable 
farms 

203.4 
84.8 

$   10.54 
5.61 
3.93 

$  44. 
10.16 
71. 

252.3 
87.5 

$   13.23 
5.71 
7.52 

$  43. 
8.21 
65. 

194.5 

percent  of  land  area  tillable  _  _  -  - 

82.2 

Gross  receipts  per  acre  ------- 

Total  exDenses  per  acre  ------- 

$ 

$   5.94 
7.88 

Net  receipts  per  acre  -------- 

-.94 

Value  of  land  per  acre  -_--_-_ 
Value  of  improvements  per  acre  -  -  - 

$ 

$  41. 
10.05 

Total  investment  per  acre  ------ 

58. 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 

22.2 
7.2 
18.5 
1.8 
10.4 
25.4 
13.4 

23.7 
7.4 

18.4 
.8 

11.4 

28.7 
9.6 

19.8 

7.5 

?0  3 

Soybeans  for  ^rain  -------- 

1.1 

Other  cultivated  crops  ------ 

7.4 

Legume  hay  and  pasture-  ------ 

23.0 

Non-legume  hay  and  pasture  -  -  -  - 

20.9 

Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre  __-__--- 

34.1 
14.2 
11.4 

35.8 
15.9 
12.1 

32.0 

Oats ,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

12.8 

Wheat,  bu.  per  acre  -------- 

9.8 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  - 

$ 

$1126. 
178. 

120. 
309. 
7.4 
$  151, 
45. 
4.47 
9.88 

$1520. 
190. 

131. 

294. 

8.1 

$  176. 

52. 

4.48 
11. C3 

$  848. 
149. 

Returns  per  $100  invested  in; 

Cattle 

95. 

294. 

Pigs  weaned  per  litter  -____-- 

5.9 

Income  per  litter  farrowed  -  -  -  -  - 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

$ 

$  108. 
33. 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

3.69 

Receipts  from  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 

6.49 

Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$   31, 
5.59 
1.83 
3.30 

4.2 
$  199. 

$  20. 
4.58 
1.68 
2.95 

4.4 
$  212. 

$   51. 
5.33 

1.95 

Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acr^ 

> 

3.74 

Number  of  work  horses  -------- 

4.0 

Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  -  -  -  -  - 

$ 

$  213. 

Improvement  cost  per  acre  ------ 

$ 

$     .54 
.58 

$    .58 
.58 

$    .59 
71 

$ 

$1414. 
-105. 
5.51 
$2144. 

$2218. 
204. 
11.56 
$3471. 

$  724, 
-318. 

Increase  in  inventory  -------- 

Rate  earned  oa   investment  -  percent  - 

-1.39 

Gross  receipts  per  farm  _----__ 

$ 

$1349. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 
fhite,  Ed7/ards,  Wabash,  and  Saline  Counties  1935 


The  nximbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 

35  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.  By 

drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 

farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  youi*  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 


r  ■                                        - ■  -■-    -    -              — 1 

Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Crop  yields 

Hogs:   Income 

per  litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales 
per  dairy  cow 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100  of 
feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

CD 
O 

% 

Cti 

r-| 

to 
nJ 
o 

Gross 
receipts 

0 

■H 

to 

CD 
U 
O 

CO 
rH 

CD 

CO 
H 

,5 

u 
o 
o 

CO 
rH 

CD 

CO 

•* 

S 

to 
H 

(D 

1 

-P 

03 

CD 

s 

Power  and 
machinery 

Per  acre 

g 

ch 

13.0 

54 

24 

19.0 

201 

96 

509 

253 

.59 

.80 

21 

895 

2914 

16 

4144 

328 

11.5 

50 

22 

17.5 

191 

86 

469 

238 

1.59 

1.30 

23 

695 

2614 

15 

3744 

303 

10,0 

46 

20 

16.0 

181 

76 

429 

223 

2.59 

1.80 

25 

495 

2314 

14 

3344 

278 

8.5 

42 

18 

14.5 

171 

66 

389 

208 

3.59 

2.30 

27 

295 

2014 

13 

2944 

253 

7.0 

38 

15 

13.0 

161 

56 

349 

193 

4.59 

2.80 

29 

95 

1714 

12 

2544 

228 

5.51 

54.:^ 

14.2 

11.4 

151 

46 

309 

178 

5.59 

3.30 

31 

-105 

1414 

10.54 

2144 

203 

4.0 

30. 

12. 

10.0 

141 

36 

269 

153 

5.59 

3.80 

33 

-305 

1114 

10 

1744 

178 

2.5 

26 

10 

8.5 

131 

25 

229 

! 
i 
1 

143  7.59 

4.50 

35 

-505 

814 

9 

1344 

153 
128 

1.0 

22 

8 

7.0 

121 

15 

189 

133|8.59 

4.30 

37 

-705 

514 

8 

944 

-0.5 

18 

6 

5.5 

111 

149 

118  !9.59 

5.30 

39 

-905 

214 

7 

544 

103 

-2.0 

il4 

4.0 

101 

109 
1 

i 

i 
103  ilOJ59 

f 

i 

5.80  '  41 

-1105 

-85 



6 

144 

78 

ToTT 


G-reater  crop  yields  per  acre  amounting  to  3.6  bushels  of  corn,  3.1 
bushels  of  oats  and  2,3  bushels  of  wheat  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big 
advantage  over  the  least  profitable  farms.   Similar  advantages  are  al?/ays  apparent 
in  farm  management  studies,  and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing 
their  net  earnings  by  the  adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per 
acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled 
were  the  two  most  important  factors  accoixnting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  be- 
tween the  two  gTOups  of  farms.  The  12  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average  in- 
vestment of  $1178  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $718  on  the  least  profitable 
group.   This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $4,48  and  $3.69  respectively, 
from  which  the  receipts  were  $11.03  and  $5.49  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.   The  high 
income  gro^jp  fed  almost  twice  as  much  feed  per  farm  than  did  the  other  group,  and 
for  each  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  received  $190  in  livestock  returns  compared  with 
$149  for  the  other  group.   The  important  kinds  of  livestock  were  cattle  and  hogs. 
Sales  of  dairy  products  per  cow  averaged  $52  for  this  group,  and  $33  for  the  low- 
income  group.   The  average  income  per  litter  of  hogs  was  $176  and  $108  for  the  tv/o 
groups. 

While  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  v/hich  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  earnings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  farms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  situation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer.   These  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  undue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose  in- 
comes are  largely  limited  to  one  source. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  v;ith  an  ex- 
pense of  $4.58  per  acre  for  labor  and  $2.95  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$7.53  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of  $6,33 
for  labor  and  $3.74  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $10.07. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  percent 
interest  on  the  total  farm  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $1439  left 
for  their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  lacked  $452 
of  getting  enough  income  to  pay  all  expenses,  including  interest  on  capital  invested, 
and  had  nothing  left  for  their  labor  and  management. 


'W^; 
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Varip^tion  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  Period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expenditures  on  the  accounting  farms 
in  Siite,  Edwards,  Wabash,  and  Saline  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting 
"because  of  the  changes  in  price  level.  Corn  yields  were  slightly  better  on  the 
accounting  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934,  although  this  v/as  not  true  for  all  farms  in 


the  county.   Wlieat  yields  were  lower  than  for  the  previous  year.  Net  receipts  per 
acre  were  less  than  for  1S34,  although  the  cash  balance  per  farm  was  the  largest  "'^ 


for 


any  year   of   the  past   five   years. 


Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings   and  Investmeiits   on  Accounting 
Farms   in  Yihite,    Sdv/ards ,    Wabash,   &  Saline   Comities   for    1931-1935 


Items 

Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  f?Tms,  acres-  - 

Gross  income  per  acre  -  -  -  -  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre  -  -  -  - 
Net  income  r^er  acre  ------ 

Average  value  of  land  per  acre 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 

Investment  per  farm  in: 

Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle   ___---__-_. 
Hogs   _-_----_---- 

Poultry  ----------- 

Gross  income  per  farm  -  -  -  -  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 

Crops  ------------ 

Miscellaneous  income   _  -  -  - 
Total  livestock  ------- 

Cattle  -_---__---- 

Dairy  sales  --------- 

Hogs 

Poultry  ----------- 

Cash  balance  --------- 

Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.-  - 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu.  - 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.-  - 


193U/ 


1932 


T 


1933^/ 


1934g/ 


1935 


59 
205 

$   5.71 

8.39 

-2.58 

$   61. 
95. 


$1600. 
502, 
359. 
196. 

$1172, 


$ 


20. 

82, 
1070, 

35. 
246. 
487, 
278. 


34, 
26. 


30 
202 

4.51 

6.23 

-1.72 

45. 
72. 


$1140  . 
429. 
198. 
151. 

$  908. 


$   12. 

857. 

73. 

193. 

365. 

210. 

$  518, 

39. 
15. 
25. 


30 
159 

8.98 
6.29 
2.59 

36, 
60. 


$  939. 
414. 
137. 
127. 

$  1518. 


$  554, 
25, 

939. 
86, 

221. 

325 . 

265. 

$  590. 

40. 

13. 

8. 


83 
200 

$  12.00 
6.04 
5.96 

$  38. 

60. 


$  993. 

394. 

142. 

95. 

$2403. 


$1232. 
71, 
1100, 
137, 
217, 
418, 
258. 

$1071. 

31, 
12, 
21. 


35 
203 

$  10.54 
5.61 
5.95 

$  44. 
71. 


$1132. 
455. 
145. 
112. 

$2144. 


$  41. 
70. 
2033. 
391. 
241. 
925. 
392. 

$1414. 

34. 
11. 
14. 


1/  Records  from  White,  Wabash,  Edwards,  Gallatin,  and  Saline  counties  included  for 

1931. 
2/  Records  from  vrnite,  Sdvards,  Saline,  Wabash,  Wayne,  Richland,  and  Gallatin 

counties  included  for  1935. 
3/  Records  from  Jefferson,  Sd•^■a^ds,  Wabash,  Jackson,  Marion,  White,  Saline,  Crawford, 
Richland,  Clay,  Y/ashington,  Wayne,  and  Johnson  Counties  included  for  1934. 
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Variation  m  Cro-o  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  pa.rt  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  atove  the  average  in  some  coiunties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fig-ore  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  sama  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  belo^v  average. 

Yields  T;cre  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.   They  were 
much  belov/  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.   Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  gra.in  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  betT,veen  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d^xring  1935,   For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  v/ere  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
v/orth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.   Hay  drotjped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7,25  a  h\indred  in 
January  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.57  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1,75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 


AMUAL  FARM  BUSIITESS  RISPORT  ON  THIRTY 
FARMS  IN  CLARK  &  CRA^JTFOSD  COUNTIES,  ILLIIIOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Conningliam,  G.  H.  Reuss* 

Tlie  trend  in  farm  earnings  in  Clark  and  Crawford  co-onties  continued 
upward  in  1935  a.nd  net  farm  incjraes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in 
the  past  five  years.   Records  from  30  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income 
per  farm  of  $1534  as  compared  with  $1516  for  1934,  $8S9  for  1933,  and  a  loss  of- 
$455  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  however,  n.et  incomes  averaged  $558  higher  per  farm 
in  1935  than  in  1934.   The  average  cash  farm  income  was  $4352  in  1935,  the 
average  cash  "business  expenditure  was  $2720  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  balance  of 
$1552.   In  1334  the  cash  balance  was  $1074  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid 
operator  and  faiTiily  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  acco^ont- 
ing  basis  but  not  under  the  cash  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy 
between  the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $524  per  farm  in  1335,  as  contrasted  with 
an  increase  of  $381  per  farm  in  1934. 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  average  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area,  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  tliis  accounting  service. 
The  accoiunting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  opera.ted  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  city  v/age  earners  and  for  ind-ustries  other  than  agriculture,  the 
year  1935  was  better  than  1334.   Factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States  in  January, 
1936,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  with  an  index  of  54 
for  the  year  1954  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1935.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  nationally  ioiown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  5.6 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934. 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  rrianagerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  groups  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  nianagement  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  farm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living 
from  the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in 
this  report.  For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau 
Farm  Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was 
$353  per  family  (4,9  persons)  in  1835,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale 
prices  for  farm  products. 


*  R.  S.  Apple  and  Harold  Allison,  fc.rm  advisers  in  Clark  and  Crawford 
counties,  cooperated  in  supervising  and  collecting  the  records  is  based. 
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Table   1. — Cash   Income,    Cash  3xpense  and   Inventory  Changes   on 
Accomiting  Farms   in  Clark  &  Crawford  Counties  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses $  $63  $37 

Cattle 325  103 

Hogs   ________  40  14 

Sheep-  _----_-_-  75  6 

Poultry  and  eggs  _  _  -  -  31  40 

Dairy  sales-  -___--         

Feed  and  grains  _  _  -  -  690  622 

Machinery 578  175 

Improveraents  ------  192  122 

Labor 281  178 

Miscellaneous  _  -  -  _  _  28  25 

Livestock  ejrpense  -  -  -  44  21 

Crop  expense  _--_--  136  119 

Taxes 136  141 

Total $  $2720  $1604 


Cash 

income  oer 

farm 

$ 

$  50 

$ 

42 

852 

380 

1492 

801 

154 

56 

572 

356 

329 

276 

529 

514 

135 

41 



1 

119 

100 

10 

1 

$4352  $2578 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  -------------------  -^ 

Feed  and  grains   _________________ 

Machinery  -----------_-__---_- 

Improvements  _____-____-_---_____ 

Total  inventory  change  ---_--__-_---$ 


$  579  $  135 

-367  907 

283  -38 

_   29  -23 

$  524  $  981 


Sumnary 

Total  cash  income  ---------------   -^ 

Total  cash  expense  _-_-_________--___ 

Cash  balance  __-_-______-_-_____$ 

Total  inventory  change  ---___-_-_-____ 

Receipts  less  expenses  ---_-------_--$ 


$4352 
2720 


$1532 
524 


$2578 
1504 


$1074 
981 


$2156  $2055 


'WS 
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Farm  Conditions  in  1955 

Farm  earnings  were  "better  in  1955  than  in  1954  for  most  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  corabined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-year  period,  1924-1953. 
There  v/as  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig.  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  eq-oal  in 
value  to  100  po-'jnds  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1935,  16.2  bushels  of  corn  had 
the  same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher 
in  the  1955  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affectin;'.^  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Clark  and  Crawford  couiity  farms  in  1935  than 
in  1934  (Table  1),   Hog  sales,  including  Agricult^iral  Adjustment  Administration 
receipts,  averaged  $1492  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  v/ith  $801  a  farm  in  1954. 
Sales  of  cattle,  poultry  and  eggs  and  dairy  products  were  also  larger  in  1935  than 
in  1954.   Total  cash  sales  were  $1674  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the 
previous  year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $1116  higher  a  farm  in  1935  tlian  in 
1934.   One  of  the  largest  increases  in  expenditures  was  for  machinery;  the  average 
expense  for  this  item  was  $176  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $678  in  1955. 
Farmers  for  several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn 
out.   Other  items  for  which  expendit^ores  v/ere  larger  in  1955  than  in  1954  include; 
feeds,  improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  piu-chases  and  labor.   Taxes  were 
slightly  lo¥/er  in  1955  them  in  1954. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a  much  larger  in- 
crease in  inventory  than  in  1934.   Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed  the 
opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  better  crops  than  in  1934,  the 
inventory  value  was  $357  less  at  the  end  of  the  yea,r  than  at  the  beginning.   The 
inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934,  Big  expendi- 
tures for  machinery  in  1955  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $285  per 
farm.,  as  compared  with  a  decrease  of  $38  per  farm  in  1934,   In  1935  there  was 
enough  mone--  spent  on  improvements  to  increase  their  value  by  $29  as  compared  with 
a  smaller  amount  of  money  spent  the  previous  year,  which  resulted  in  a  $23  de- 
crease per  farm. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Wliether  average  farm  earnings  are  high  or  low,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  farms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficienc;,  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  followed.   In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  f-.rmer  can  control.   However,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  ssuue  relc'.tive  profit  or  loss  on 
one  farm  as  compared  v/ith  other  farms,   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  that  happen  to  be  abnormally 
high  or  low  in  their  price  cycles.   An  example  of  this  kind  may  be  seen  in  the  1935 
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•Jable  2,  —  Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
30  Clark  and  Crawford  Coijnty  F--rir.s  in  1935 


Items 

CAPITAL  lUVESTIfSMTS 

Land  -__-_--------- 

Farm  improvements-  ------- 

Livestock  total-  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  ------------- 

Sheep-  ------------ 

Poultry-  ----------- 

Machinery  and  eqtdpment-  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Total  capital  investment  -  -  - 

RECEIPTS  AITD  NST  DTCRSASE5 

Livestock  total-  -------- 

Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (including  AAA  payments )- 
Sheep-  ------------ 

Poultry-  ----------- 

Egg  sales-  ---------- 

Dairy  sales-  --------- 

Feed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ----------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  &  net  increases 

EXPENSES  AKD  ITST  DECREASES 

Farm  improvements   ------- 

Horses  ------------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 

decreases  

Machinery  a,nd  equipment-   -   -   -  - 

Feed,    grain  3.nd  supplies   -   -  -   - 

Livestock  expense-  ------- 

Crop   expense   ---------- 

Hired  labor     _------_-_ 

Taxes-   ------------- 

Miscellaneous   expenses    -   -   -   -  - 

Total   expenses  &  net   decreases 

RECEIPTS^SS  ElgEHSES ~ 

Total  unpaid  labor-   -----     -   - 

Operator's    labor-   ------- 

Family  labor  ---------- 

Net   income   from  investment   and 

management-   ----------- 

RATS  EARNED  ON   INVESTIM-TT 

Return  to   capital  and  operator's 

labor   and  itianagement-   ------ 

5^  of  capital   invested  ------ 

LABOR  AND  MAMlGEIEi^T]  TAGE- 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least~ 
profitable 
farms 


$  11  100 

2  948 

1  709 

375 

797 

298 

106 

132 

952 

1  853 

$  18  367 


$  11  206 

3  185 

1  683 

348 

806 

293 

57 

179 

1  310 

1  868 

$  19  253 


$ 


$  13  472 


$   3  504 

38 
742 
1  691 
143 
191 
370 
329 


119 

10 

$   3  533 


$  4  641 

27 

865 
2  420 
95 
283 
689 
261 


176 
6 


$  4  823 


i» 


$ 
$ 


$ 


153 


260 
438 

44 
135 
231 
155 

29 
1  477 


169 


295 
287 

51 
169 
257 
137 

22 


$ 


1  '6i 


$  2  156 

522 

348 
174 


1  554 
8.90^ 


$ 


1  932 
918 

$  1  054 


$   3  435 

552 
395 
167 

2  873 
14.92^ 

$  3  258 

953 

$  2  305 
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records.   producers  of  teef  cattle  ,liogs,  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year 
than  most  other  specialized  groups.   An  efficient  farmer  who  has  his  business  well 
organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic 
changes  in  his  own  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or  low 
returns  for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that 
are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they 
have  operated  on  tiiat  basis  for  a  short  time  only,  Higli  crop  yields  and  efficient 
herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Clark  and  Crawford  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was 
a  difference  of  $2452  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of 
the  farms  which  was   the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  was   the  least  pro- 
fitable in  1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $2873  and  $411 
respectively  (Table  2).   Of  this  difference,  $416  was  in  inventory,  $2228  was  in 
cash  and  $182  was  in  -unpaid  operator's  and  family  labor,  there  being  more  unpaid 
labor  on  the  most  profitable  farms.   Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $2652,  for 
one  group  and,  by  $424  for  the  other  (Table  3).   The  cash  balance,  as  represented 
by  these  figures,  was  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital 
and  to  pay  living  expenses.  IT/here  the  cash  earnings  v/ere  high,  more  money  was 
available  to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Corriparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  most  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  this  study  averaged  233 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  193  acres;  a  difference  of  40  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  4.3  percent 
higher  and  the  value  per  acre  was  $7  more  than  on  the  low-income  farms.   Improve- 
ments were  better  on  the  more  profitable  farms,  as  indicated  by  a  $855  greater 
inventory  valuation  than  was  found  on  the  least  profitable  farms  (Table  2). 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  fo^jnd  to  be  strikingly  true  on  these 
Clark  and  Crawford  county  f-,rms  in  1955,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases 
',7cre  $4823  and  $1860  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  T/ere   $1388  and  $1059  re- 
spectively (Table  2). 

One  important  fact  accounting  for  the  difference  between  these  groups 
was  the  increase  in  total  inventory  value  of  $783  a  farm  on  the  high-income  farms 
during  the  year,  and  $357  on  the  low-income  group. 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year  and 
the  greatest  Iost;;  was  taken  by  the  farms  with  the  larger  ^rain  inventory.   The  more 
profitable  group,  Slaving  a  much  larger  inventory  of  feed  ;,nd  grain,  more  than  offset 
this  loss  by  feeding  a  much  larger  amount  of  feed  and  grain  to  livestock  at  favor- 
able prices. 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  farms,  the  more  profitable  having  a  larger  oercentage  of  tillable  land  in 
hay  and  pasture,  particularly  of  the  legijme  type,  and  a  lower  percentage  of  tillable 
land  in  grain  crops  (Table  3).   This  difference  indicated  a  greater  tendency  on  the 
part  of  the  operators  of  the  higher-income  farms  to  adjust  cropping  systems  to  meet 
changing  economic  conditions. 


Ij22 
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Table  3. — Factors  Helping  to  Analyze  the  Pc.rn  Business  on 
30  Clark  and  Crav/ford  Count"-  F.-rms  in  1935 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 

farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
IJet  receipts  per  acre  - 


Value  of  land  per  acre-  ------ 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre-  -  - 
Total  investment  rier  acre  -  -  -  -  - 


213,3 
81.3 

17.03 
9.37 
7. 56 

52, 

13.82 

86. 


233.3 
82.0 

20.87 

8.36 

12.31 

48. 

13.65 

83. 


193.3 
77.7 

9.52 
7.49 
2.13 

41. 

12.06 

70. 


Percent  of  tillable  land  in: 
Corn-  ----------- 

Oats-  ----------- 

Wheat 

Soybeans  for  ^rain-  -  -  -  - 
Other  cultivated  crops-  -  - 
Legume  hay  and  pasture-  -  - 
Non-legume  hay  and  pasture- 


22.2 
6.5 
11.5 
2.2 
12.3 
25.2 
20.1 


24.5 
5.5 
13.1 
.3 
10,0 
29.0 
17.6 


23.5 

7.1 

7.5 

3.5 

17.5 

18.7 

22.1 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu,  per  acre- 
Oats,  bu.  per  acre- 
Wheat  ,  bu.  per  acre 


39.5 
15.5 
12.6 


47.6 
14.4 
14.8 


28.9 
18.9 
10.5 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.  S. 
Returns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed-  - 
Returns  oer  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  -------------- 

Poultry  -------------- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter-  ------- 

Income  per  litter  farrov/ed-  ----- 

Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  ------ 

Investment  in  productive  L.  S.  per  A. 
Receipts  from  oroductive  L.  S.  per  A. 


$1334. 
189. 

llo. 

395. 

6.8 

$  168. 

49. 

7.49 
15.25 


$2224. 
207. 

116. 
506, 
6.7 
$  171. 
57. 
7.29 
9.53 


$1134. 
149. 

82. 
309. 
7.1 
$  155. 
50, 
6.37 
8.77 


Mcin  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income 
I/ian  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  oer  crop  acre-  -  -  -  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  acre 


Number  of  wor'x  horses  -  -  - 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses 


$   21. 
6.24 
2.15 
3.39 

4.2 
$  188. 


$   16. 
5.56 
2.18 
3.21 

4.3 
$  167. 


oo , 
6.28 
1.99 
3.04 


4.0 
$  192. 


Improvement  cost  per  acre 
Taxes  per  acre-  ----- 


.75 

.54 


$ 


.72 
.59 


.72 
.58 


Cash  balance-  ------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -  - 
Rate  earned  on  investment 
G-ross  receipts  per  f  ■•.rm  - 


percent  - 


$_ 


$1532. 
524. 
8.90 
$3533. 


$2552. 
783. 
14.92 
$4855. 


$  424. 
357. 
3.05 
$1850. 
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Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  iBusiness, 

Clark  aiid  Crawford  Counties  1935 

The  numbers  above  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  pa,°;e  are  the  averages  for  the 
30  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page.   By 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 
farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  that  of  other  farmers  in 
your  locality. 


Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Crop 

yields 

Hogs:   Income 

per  litter  farrowed 

Dairy  sales 
per  dairy  cow 

Poultry  returns  per 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $100  of 
feed  fed 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross  income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

<D 
O 

rH 

-£! 
tn 

03 

o 

Gross 
receipts 

a 

CtH 
•H 

tn 

CD 

o 

to 

rH 

CD 

CO 

■a 

u 
o 
o 

tn 

(H 

CD 

m 
■p 

tn 

rH 

CD 
v^ 

tn 
-p 

Cti 
CD 

u 
o 

rH 

Po'.Ter  and 
machinery 

CD 

u 
o 

o3 

U 
(D 
Ph 

g 

(D 

15.5 

55 

31 

18 

243 

99 

645 

289 

1.24 

.89 

11 

1524 

3532 

27 

6633 

363 

15.0 

52 

28 

17 

228 

89 

595 

269 

2.24 

1.39 

13 

1324 

3232 

25 

5033 

333 

13.5 

49 

25 

15 

213 

79 

545 

249 

3.24 

1.89 

15 

1124 

2832 

23 

5433 

303 

12.0 

46 

22 

15 

198 

69 

495 

229 

4.24 

2.39 

17 

924 

2432 

21 

4833 

273 

10.5 

43 

19 

14 

183 

59 

445 

209 

5.24 

2.89 

19 

r 
724 

2032 

19 

4233 

243 

8.9 

39.5 

16.5 

12.5 

168 

49 

395 

189 

6.24 

3.39 

21 

524 

1532 

17.03 

3633 

213 

7.5 

37 

13 

12 

153 

39 

345 

169 

7.24 

3.89 

23 

324 

1232 

15 

3033 

i83 

5.0 

34 

10 

11 

138 

29 

295 

149 

8.24 

4.39 

25 

134 

832 

13 

2433 

153 

4.5 

31 

7 

10 

123 

19 

245 

1^9 

9.24 

4.89 

27 

-75 

432 

11 

1833 

123 

3.0 

28 

9 

108 

195 

109 

10.24 

5.39 

29 

-276 

32 

9 

1233 

93 

1.5 

25 

8 

j  95 



145 

89 

11.24 

5.89 

31 

-476 

-368 

7 

533 

53 

greater  crop  yields  per  acre  amo-unting  to  18.7  bushels  of  corn  and  4.2 
bushels  of  wheat  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  a  big  advantage  over  the  least 
profitable  farms.   Similar  advantages  are  alvTaj^s  apparent  in  farm  management  studies, 
and  many  of  the  more  efficient  farmers  are  increasing  their  net  ea,rnings  by  the 
adoption  of  better  practices  to  improve  cro-p   yields  per  acre. 

The  ajTiount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was  handled 
were  two  of  the  most  important  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  net  earnings 
between  the  two  groups  of  farms.   Investments  in  productive  livestock  on  the  10 
farms  that  paid  the  best  were  $.92  per  acre  greater  and  the  amount  of  feed  fed 
averaged  $1090  per  farm  more  than  on  the  10  farms  that  paid  the  least  (Table  3). 
Returns  per  $100  invested  in  cattle  and  poultry  as  well  as  the  returns  per  litter 
of  pigs  farrowed  and  the  dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow,  were  considerably  higher  on 
the  more  profitable  farms.   For  every  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  to  productive  live- 
stock on  the  farms  that  paid  the  best,  there  was  a  return  of  $207  as  contrasted 
with  a  return  of  $149  for  the  same  amount  of  feed  fed  on  the  least  profitable  farms. 

The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  farms  was  secured  with  an  expense 
of  $5.56  per  crop  acre  for  labor  and  $3.21  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of 
$8.77  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lower  income  on  the  other  group 
of  farms  was  accompanied  by  a  larger  cost  per  crop  acre,  as  shown  by  an  expense 
of  $6.28  for  labor  and  $3,04  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $9.32. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  a  wage  allowance  for  family 
labor  and  5  percent  on  the  total  capital  invested,  the  more  profitable  group  of 
farms  gave  an  average  return  for  operator's  labor  and  management  of  $2305,  while 
the  least  profitable  group  of  farms  gave  a  retiorn  of  $7.00. 
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Variations  in  Earnings  Over  Five-year  period 

A  comparison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Clark  and  Crawford  counties  for  the  last  five  years  is  interesting  tecause  of  the 
changes  in  price  level.   Yields  of  corn  and  oats  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934, 
yet  the  income  from  crops  was  $1327  less  than  it  was  in  1934.   Livestock  income,  on 
the  other  hand,  v/as  $1648  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  during  the  five  years  rariged  from  $7.27  to  $9.37, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $5.85  to  $17.03,  the  latter  figure  was  for 
1935. 

Table  4. — Comparison  of  Earnings  e.nd  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Clark  and  Crawford  Counties  for  1931-1935 


19331/ 


Items 


1931 


1952 


1934 


1935 


Number  of  farms  ------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres- 


Gross  income  oer  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  per  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre- 
Total  investment  per  acre  -  -  - 


Investment  uer  farm  in: 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Hogs-  ----  -- 

Poultry  ------- 


Gross  income  per  farm  - 

Income  per  farm  from: 
Crops  -------- 

Miscellaneous  income- 
Total  livestock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance - 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.- 
Average  yield  of  wheat  in  bu. 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.- 


30 
203 


7,40 

8.81 

-1.41 


$   56. 
92. 


$1943. 
924. 
419. 
150. 

$1501. 


$-195. 
57, 
1444. 
183. 
254. 
590. 
375. 

840. 

40. 
27. 
35. 


30 
209 

6.85 

8.07 

-1.22 

54. 

0'7 


$1817, 

928. 

335. 

57. 


$1435. 


$-186, 
41, 
1372. 
235. 
220. 
597. 
309. 

874. 

47. 
16. 
28. 


34 
230 

$  11.14 
7.27 
3.87 

$  85. 
118. 


$1727. 
881. 
305. 

160, 

$2558 . 


$1020. 
44, 
1494. 
274. 
195, 
678. 
296. 

1110. 

39. 
19. 
15, 


19 
197 

$  15.12 
7.42 
7.70 

$  52. 


$1375. 
616. 
261. 
113. 

$2978, 


$  899. 
101. 
1856. 
334. 
275. 
818. 
339. 

1074. 

38. 
19. 
15. 


30 
213 

$  17.03 
9.37 
7.66 

86. 


$1709. 
797. 
298. 
132. 

$3533. 


$-428. 

129. 
3504. 

742. 

529. 
1591. 

561. 

1532. 

40, 
13. 
IS. 


1/  Records  from  Clark,  Sdgra- ,  and  Crawford  counties  for  1933. 
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Variation  in  Crop  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  pa,rt  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  a-iio-unt  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  the  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  wero  much  above  the  average  in  some  counties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Fig'ore  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1953,   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yic;lds  Were  above  average,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  v/ere  be-low  average. 

Yields  v/ere  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.   Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  lov,r  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  vjMch  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  fsxra  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  r)roducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d^iring  1935,   For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  Decem.ber  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15.17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  were  worth  $9.00  in  December.  Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lajnbs  from  $7.67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.55  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 
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AMUAL   FARM  BUSIITESS  REPORT  OIT  THIRTY 
FARIvIS  ni  CARROLL  COUITTY,  ILLINOIS,  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston,  J.  B.  Ctmningliam,  E.  L.  Sauer* 

The  trend  in  farni  earnings  in  Carroll  county  continiaed  upwaxd  in  1935 
and  net  farm  incomes  for  the  year  reached  the  highest  level  in  the  past  five  years. 
Records  from  30  farms  show  for  1935  an  average  net  income  per  farn  of  $2981  as  com- 
pared with  $1740  for  1934,  $1091  for  1935,  and  a  loss  of  $525  for  1932. 

On  a  cash  basis,  hov^ever,  net  incomes  avera,ged  $764  higher  per  farm  in 
1935  than  in  1934,   The  average  cash  farm  income  vras   $5379  in  1935,  the  average 
cash  husiness  expenditiare  was  $2790  per  farm,  leaving  a  cash  "balance  of  $2589.   In 
1934  the  cash  ba.lance  was  $1825  per  farm.   Inventory  changes  and  unpaid  operator 
and  family  labor  are  considered  in  calculating  earnings  under  the  accounting 
basis  but  not  under  the  cash  basis.   This  accounts  for  the  apparent  discrepancy 
between  the  accounting  basis  and  the  cash  basis. 

The  net  inventory  increase  was  $1093  per  farm  in  1955,  as  contrasted 
with  an  increase  of  $581  per  farm  in  1934, 

Farm  income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not,  however,  represent  average 
farm  conditions.  Repeated  studies  have  shown  that  the  a,verage  earnings  of  all 
farms  in  an  area  are  lower  than  for  farms  included  in  this  accounting  service. 
The  accounting  farms  are  larger  than  average  and  are  operated  by  farmers  who  are 
more  efficient  than  the  average. 

For  cits'-  wage  earners  and  for  industries  other  than  agricult^jre,  the 
year  1935  was  better  that  1934.  Factory  payrolls  in  th.j  United  States  in  January, 
1935,  were  78  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level  as  contrasted  ?;ith  an  index  of  64 
for  the  year  1934  and  an  index  of  49  for  the  year  1933.  A  group  of  industrial 
corporations  reported  by  a  na,tionally  kiiown  bank  showed  average  earnings  of  5.5 
percent  on  their  invested  capital  in  1935,  as  compared  with  4.4  percent  in  1934, 

The  farmer  is  a  laborer,  a  capitalist  and  a  manager,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  is  never  sure  how  much  of  the  net  profit  is  the  result  of  his  labor,  his 
capital  or  his  raanagerial  ability.   It  is  therefore  difficult  to  compare  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  farmers  with  other  gro'crps  in  society.   In  the  accounts  of  cor- 
porations a  charge  is  made  for  management  service;  this  is  a  cash  cost,  while  in 
the  fa,rm  accounts  the  net  income  must  be  divided  between  capital  and  management. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  farm  incomes  with  incomes  of  wage  earners, 
since  the  farmer  and  his  family  receive  food,  fuel  and  other  items  of  living  from 
the  farm  for  which  the  farm  has  received  no  credit  in  the  records  used  in  this 
report.   For  a  group  of  82  central  Illinois  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau  Farm 
Management  Service  the  value  of  the  food  and  fuel  furnished  by  the  farm  was  $363 
per  family  (4.9  persor.s)  in  1935,  when  estimated  on  the  basis  of  wholesale  prices 
for  farm  r>rod\icts. 


*  M.  P.  Roske,  farm  adviser  in  Carroll  county,  cooperated  in  supervising 
and  collecting  the  records  on  which  this  report  is  based. 
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Table  1, — Cash  Income,  Cash  Expense  and  Inventory  Changes  on 
30  Accounting  Farms  in  Cajrroll  County,  1935  and  1934 


Your 

Your 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

farm 

Aver. 

Aver. 

Items 

1935 

1935 

1934 

1935 

1935 

1934 

Cash  expense  per  farm 

Horses  ----------  -^  $  67  $  53 

Cattle 615  316 

Hogs 51  39 

Sheep  --------  -  35  0 

Poultry  and  e^G^   _  -  -  23  21 

Dairy  sales-  -------- 

Feed  and  grains-  ------  737  478 

Machinery 500  245 

Improvements  --------  129  104 

Lahor 203  85 

Miscellaneous  _--__-_  22  23 

Livestock  expense-  -----  41  33 

Crop  expense  --------  171  131 

Taxes-  ----------- 185  154 

Total $  $2790  $1682 


Cash  income  -per  farm 
$ 


$  28 

$  52 

1715 

950 

1824 

1169 

94 

36 

351 

258 

724 

580 

4  81 

376 

97 

26 

1 

0 

55 

57 

8 

3 

$5379     $3507 


Inventory  changes 

Livestock  ---------------------$ 

Feed  and  f'Tains   ------------------ 

Machinery-  -------     ------------- 

Improvements  -------------------- 

Total  inventory  change  -----___-----$ 


$  896  $  414 

131  372 

148  -9 

-82  -95 


$1093  $  681 


Summary 

Total  cash  iucome-  -----_---__-_-_-  $ 

Total  cash  expense  ---------------- 

Cash  balance  -------_-_-_------_  $ 

Total  inventory  change  -------------- 

Receipts  less  expenses  --------------  $ 


$5379  $3507 
2790   1682 


$2589  $1825 
1093    681 


$3682  $2506 
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Farming  Conditions  in  1935 

Farm  earnings  were  better  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  raost  sections  of 
Illinois.   For  the  state  as  a  whole  the  combined  yields  for  corn,  oats,  wheat, 
soybeans,  and  hay  averaged  higher  in  1935  than  for  the  ten-j'-ear  period,  1924-1933. 
There  T/as  a  wide  variation,  however,  in  different  areas  in  the  state  (See  Fig,  1). 

Price  changes  which  took  place  during  1935  favored  the  livestock  farms 
rather  than  the  grain  farms.   In  December,  1934,  5.3  bushels  of  corn  were  equal  in 
value  to  100  pourids  of  hogs,  while  by  December,  1335,  IS. 2  bushels  of  corn  had  the 
same  value  as  100  pounds  of  hogs.   The  price  of  corn  and  oats  was  much  higher  in 
the  1935  beginning  inventory  than  in  the  closing  inventory,  thus  affecting  those 
farms  with  large  grain  inventories. 

Cash  Farm  Income  and  Inventory  Changes 

Cash  sales  were  higher  on  Carroll  county  farms  in  1935  than  in  1934 
(Table  1).   Hog  sales,  including  Agricultural  Adjustment  Administration  receipts, 
averaged  $1824  a  farm  in  1935  as  compared  with  $1169  a  farm  in  1934.   Sales  of 
cattle,  poultry  and  eggs,  dairy  products,  and  grain  v/ere  also  larger  in  1955  than 
in  1934.   Total  cash  sales  were  $1872  a  farm  larger  in  1935  than  during  the  previous 
year. 

Cash  farm  expenditures  averaged  $1108  higher  a  farm  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
One  of  the  largest  increases  in  e:q3enditiires  was  for  machinery;  the  average  expense 
for  this  item  was  $245  a  farm  in  1934,  but  increased  to  $500  in  1935.  Farmers  for 
several  years  have  not  replaced  their  machinery  as  fast  as  it  has  worn  out.   Other 
items  for  which  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  include:  feeds, 
improvements,  crop  expense,  livestock  pm'chases  and  labor. 

Livestock  values  continued  upward  in  1935,  resulting  in  a.  much  larger 
increase  in  inventory  than  in  1934.  Feed  and  grain,  on  the  other  hand,  followed 
the  opposite  price  trend  during  the  year,  and,  despite  b>^tter  crops  than  in  1934, 
the  inventory  value  was  only  $151  more  at  the  end  of  the  yea.r  tha^n  at  the  beginning. 
The  inventory  increase  for  feed  and  grain  was  particularly  high  in  1934.  Big 
expenditiores  for  ma.chinery  in  1935  brought  about  an  increase  in  inventory  of  $148 
per  f-arra,  as  contrp.sted  with  a  decrease  of  $9  per  farm  in  1934.   In  either  of  the 
last  two  years  there  was  not  enough  money  spent  on  improvements  to  maintain  in- 
ventory valuations. 

Variations  in  Farm  Earnings 

Fnether  avera.ge  farm  e?.rnings  ?-re  high  or  lov/,  there  is  always  a  wide 
variation  in  profits  or  losses  for  individual  f.arms  or  groups  of  farms,  depending 
on  efficiency  of  operation  and  certain  economic  and  physical  factors  bearing  on 
the  type  of  production  that  is  follov/ed.  In  the  main,  the  variations  are  due  to 
factors  which  the  individual  farmer  can  control,   Hov/ever,  the  same  degree  of  effi- 
ciency of  production  does  not  always  result  in  the  spjne  relative  profit  or  loss  on 
one  farm  as  conippjred  v/ith  other  farms.   A  farm  may  fall  in  the  high-  or  low-income 
group  because  the  operator  is  specializing  in  products  tha.t  happen  to  be  abnorma.lly 
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Tafele  2, — Investments,  Receipts,  Expenses  and  Earnings  on 
30  Carroll  County  F'rras  in  1935 


1 1  ems 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
30  farms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 
farms 


CAPITAL  INVaSTIgFTS 


Land.  ----------- 

?arm  improvements      _  -   -   - 
Livestock  total-  -   -   -   -   - 

Horses   --------- 

Cattle  --------- 

Hogs   ---------- 

Slieep-   --------- 

Poultry-   -------- 

Machinery  and  equipment-   - 

Feed,    ^"^rain  esal  s-opplies   - 

Total  capital  investment 


J. 


$15  854 
4  249 
2  406 

387 
1  309 

550 
46 

114 
1  163 
1  722 


$ 


$25  394 


20  543 

4  116 

3  164 

430 

1  573 

854 

67 

140 

1  150 

2  252 
$31  325 


$11  954 

4  207 

1  501 

380 

781 

313 

27 

100 

1  110 

1  397 


$20  259 


RECEIPTS  AL-ID  IIET  IITCREASSS 
Livestock  total-  -  -  -  - 


Horses  ------------ 

Cattle  ------------ 

Hogs  (includini^  AAA.  payments  )- 
Slieep-  ------------ 

poultry-  ----------- 

Egg  sales-  ---------- 

Dairy  sales-  --------- 

peed  and  grains  (including  AAA 
payments)  ---------- 

Labor  off  farm  --------- 

Miscellaneous  receipts  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  receipts  2c   net  increases 


$  4  330 

23 

1  499 

2  160 

70 
120 
234 
724 


56 


$  4  894 


$  7  200 

48 

2  533 

3  329 

68 
128 
366 
728 


49 

5 

$  7  252 


$  2  714 


29 

579 
1  229 
50 
105 
158 
464 


55 
21 
23 


$  2 


815 


EXPEITSES    Mg  IT3T  DECREASES 
Farm  improvements-  -   -   - 

Plorses   --------- 

Miscellaneous  livestock 
decreases 


Machinery  and  ecjuipment-  -  -  -  - 

Feed,  grain  and  supplies  -  -  -  - 

Livestock  eiqoense-  ------- 

Crop  erpense  ---------- 

Hired  labor-  ---------- 

Taxes-  -^----------- 

Miscellaneous  expenses  -  -  -  -  - 

Total  expenses  &  net  decreases 


210 


255 
125 

41 
171 
2.03 
185 

22 


235 


263 
381 

42 
171 
177 
233 

22 


$  1  212 


$  1  524 


190 


257 

36 
149 
176 
143 

24 


975 


RECEIPTS  LESS  EXPENSES  -  - 


$_ 


Total  unpaid  labor  ------ 

Operator's  labor  ------ 

Family  labor  -------- 

Net  income  from  investment  and 
management  -----   ---- 


RATE  EARNED  ON  IMESTliENT 

Return  to  capital  and  operator's 

labor  and  management   ----- 

5^0  of  capital  invested  -  -  -  -  - 

LABOR  AND  MANAaSISNT  WAGE 


i 


?-A 


701 
504 
197 

2  981 
11.74^ 

3  485 
1  270 

$  2  215 


$  5  728 


848 
526 
322 

4  880 
15.58^ 

5  406 
1  565 

3  8'iO 


$  1  838 

597 
446 
151 

1  241 

6.12'fo 

1  587 

1  013 
$   674 
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high  or  lovi   in  their  price  cycles.  An  exaunple  of  this  kind  may  be  seen  in  the  1935 
records,  producers  of  beef  cattle,  hogs  and  sheep  enjoyed  a  more  profitable  year 
than  most  other  specialized  groups.  An  efficient  farmer  who  hr>.s  his  business  well 
organized  should  not  be  influenced  by  conditions  of  this  kind  to  make  drastic  changes 
in  his  ovm  program  before  he  has  studied  all  the  factors  causing  high  or  low  re- 
turns for  a  particular  type  of  production  in  a  particular  year.   Some  farms  that 
are  well  planned  and  efficiently  operated  do  not  show  good  earnings  because  they 
have  operated  on  that  basis  for  a  short  time  only.   High  crop  yields  and  efficient 
herds  of  livestock  are  the  result  of  several  years  of  labor. 

On  the  Carroll  county  farms  included  in  this  report  there  was  a  differ- 
ence of  $3539  per  farm  between  the  average  net  earnings  of  that  third  of  the  farms 
which  were  the  most  profitable  and  that  third  which  were  the  least  profitable  in 
1935.   The  average  net  earnings  for  the  two  groups  were  $4880  and  $1241  respectively 
(Table  2).  Of  this  difference,  $579  was  in  inventory,  $3311  was  in  cash,  and  $251 
was  in  unpaid  operator's  and  family  labor,  there  being  more  unpaid  labor  on  the 
most  profitable  group  of  farms.  Sales  exceeded  cash  expenses  by  $4199  for  one 
group  and  by  $888  for  the  other  (Table  3).  The  cash  balance,  as  represented  by 
these  figures,  v/as  the  amount  that  was  left  to  pay  interest  on  borrowed  capital  and 
to  pay  living  expenses.  Where  the  cash  earnings  v/ere  high,  more  money  was  available 
to  spend  for  life  insurance,  home  conveniences,  health,  education,  recreation,  and 
other  goods  and  services  that  contribute  to  the  standard  of  living. 

Comparison  of  Farms  with  High  and  Low  Earnings 

The  most  profitable  one-third  of  the  farms  in  this  study  averaged  227 
acres;  the  least  profitable  one-third  averaged  153  acres;  a  difference  of  74  acres. 
On  the  farms  that  paid  the  best  the  percentage  of  tillable  land  was  higher  and  the 
value  per  acre  was  $13  more  than  on  the  low-income  farms.  The  investment  in  im- 
provements an  acre  was  materially  less  on  the  farms  that  paid  the  most  than  on 
the  farms  that  paid  the  least,  there  being  a  smaller  total  investment  in  improve- 
ments for  a  larger  number  of  acres  on  the  most  profitable  farms. 

In  most  farm  management  studies,  a  much  greater  difference  is  found  be- 
tween the  receipts  and  net  increases  of  high-  and  low-income  farms  than  between 
the  expenses  and  net  decreases.   This  was  found  to  be  strikingly  .true  on  these 
Carroll  county  farms  in  1935,  the  figures  for  receipts  and  net  increases  being 
$7252  and  $2813  and  for  expenses  and  net  decreases  being  $1524  and  $975  respectively 
(Table  2). 

The  trend  in  grain  prices  was  downward  after  the  first  of  the  year  and 
the  greatest  loss  was  taken  by  the  farms  with  the  larger  grain  inventory.  The 
more  profitable  group,  having  a  slightly  larger  inventory  of  feed  and  grain,  more 
than  offset  this  loss  by  feeding  a  much  larger  amount  of  feed  and  grain  to  live- 
stock at  favorable  prices. 

There  was  a  marked  difference  in  the  selection  of  crops  between  the  two 
groups  of  farms,  the  most  profitable  having  a  larger  percentage  of  tillable  land 
in  corn  and  other  cultivated  crops  such  as  canning  crops,  barley  and  silage  corn. 
The  hay  and  pasture  acreage  was  particularly  high  on  both  groups  of  farms,  indi- 
cating a  tendency  on  the  part  of  farm  account  keepers  to  adjust  their  cropping 
systems  to  changing  economic  conditions. 
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Table  5. — Factors  Helpin;-,  to  Aiia.lvze  the  Farm  Businasj 
50  Carroll  County  Fcrm?  in  1P35 


on 


Items 


Your 
farm 


Average  of 
30  fairms 


10  most 

profitable 

farms 


10  least 
profitable 
farms 


Size  of  farm — acres  -  -  -  -  - 
Percent  of  land  area  tillable 


Gross  receipts  per  acre 
Total  expenses  per  acre 
N-t  receipts  per  acre  - 


Valuo  of  land  per  acre   ______ 

Value  of  improvements  per  acre-  -  - 
Total  investTient  per  acre  -  _  _  _  _ 


182.7 
84.2 

2S.79 
10,47 
16.32 

87. 
23.25 


227.4 
87.9 

31.89 

10.43 
21.46 

91. 
18.10 
138. 


152.7 
79.7 

$      18.42 

10.29 

8.15 


$ 


78. 
27.55 
133. 


Percent   of   tillable   land   in; 

Corn-  -__-___-_-__-- 
Oats-  -__----_--____ 

TiTheat 

Soybeans   for   grain     _______ 

Otlier  cultivated  crops-  -  -  _  _  _ 
Legume  hay  and  pasture_  _  -  _  -  _ 
Ifon-leguiTie  hay  and  pasture-  -  -   - 


Crop  yields 

Corn,  bu.  per  acre- 
Cats,  bu.  per  acre- 
Y/heat ,  bu.  per  acre 


28.1 

24.2 

.8 

1.6 

7.1 

20.7 

17.5 


59.0 
45.1 
12.5 


30.2 

25.7 

.5 

2.3 

9.0 

15.1 

17.2 


56.8 

43.7 

8.2 


26.8 

26.5 

.4 

4.1 
26.1 
15.1 


56.5 
41.1 
10.0 


Value  of  feed  fed  to  productive  L.S< 
Retiai'ns  per  $100  worth  of  feed  fed- 
Heturns  per  $100  invested  in: 

Cattle-  ------_-_-_-_ 

pOMltry  ------------- 

pigs  weaned  per  litter-  ------ 

Income  per  litter  farrowed-  -  _  -  _ 
Dairy  sales  per  dairy  cow  _  _  _  _  _ 

Investment  in  productive  L.S.  per  A 
Receipts  from: productive  L.S.  per  A 


$2578. 
IBS. 

147. 
279. 
6.5 

$  150. 
69. 
13.33 
25  .31 


199. 

166. 

338. 
6.6 

176. 
60. 
14.95 
31.45 


$1505. 
157. 


120. 
223. 
6.7 

$  129. 
59. 
10.12 
17.58 


Man  labor  cost  per  $100  gross  income]  $ 
Man  labor  cost  per  crop  acre-  -  -  - 
Machinery  cost  per  crop  acre-  _  _  - 
Power  and  machinery  cost  per  crop  A. 


N;amber  of  wor'.c  norses  -  -  -  - 
Value  of  feed  fed  to  horses  - 


Inrproveraent  cost  per  acre 
T'^xe-.   per  acre-  ----- 


Cash  balance-  ------ 

Increase  in  inventory  -  - 
Hate  earned  on  investment 
G-"osr^  receipts  per  farm  - 


■oercent 


$2589. 
1093, 
11.74 
$4894. 


$4199. 
1529. 
15.58 
$7252, 


$  888. 
950. 
5.12 
$2813. 


Chart  for  Studying  the  Efficiency  of  Various  Parts  of  Your  Business, 

Carroll  Coiuitj'-  1935 
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The  nurahers  ahove  the  lines  across  the  middle  of  the  page  are  the  averages  for  the 
30  farms  included  in  this  report  for  the  factors  named  at  the  top  of  the  page,   3y 
drawing  a  line  across  each  column  at  the  number  measuring  the  efficiency  of  your 
farm  in  that  factor,  you  can  compare  your  efficiency  with  tha.t  of  other  farmers  in 
year  locality. 


1                                               ■  —  .  —  -—..  ..  , ,  .  ,.^ 

Rate  earned 
on  investment 

Crop 
yields 

Hogs:      Income 

per  litter  farrovred 

Dairy   sales 
per  dairy  cow 

(D    1   0 
„     1   2 

Cost  per 
crop  acre 

Man  labor  cost  per 
$100  gross   income 

Increase  in 
inventory 

0) 

0 
ca 

6 

Gross 
receipts 

CO 
Q) 
U 
0 
< 

Corn,   hu. 

• 

-p 

CtJ 

0 

Poultry  returns 
$100  invested 

Returns  per  $1C 
feed  fed 

Man  labor 

Power  and 
machinery 

Per  acre 

a 

Ch 
U 

FL, 

19.5 

!  79 

65 

210 

119 

429 

261 

1.98 

1.13 

8  3593 

5089 

37 

9894 

283 

1  18.0 

|V5 

61 

200 

109 

399 

246 

2.98 

1.63 

10  3093 

4589 

35 

8894 

263 

15.5 

i 
1 

i 

71 

■ 
57  i  ISO 

99 

369 

231 

3.98 

2.13 

1 
12  2593 

4089 

33 

7894 

243 

15.0 

67 

1 
53  j 180 

89 

339 

216 

4.98 

2.63 

14 

2093 

3589 

31 

6894 

223 

1 
13.5 

63 

1 
1 

49  170 

79 

309 

201 

5.98 

5.13 

16 

1593 

3089 

29 

5394 

203 

11.74 

1 
!  59 

H 

45.1  160 

59 

279 

186 

6.98 

3.63 

18 

1093 

2589 

26.79 

4894 

183 

10.5 

-1 1 

55 

41 

150 

59 

249 

171 

7.98 

4.13 

20 

593 

2089 

25 

3894 

163 

1   9.0 

1 
i 
1 
1  51 

t 
1 

37  'l40 

49 

219 

J.  56 
141 

8.98 
9.98 

4.53 
5.13 

22 
24 

93 
-407 

1589 

23 

2894 

143 

I 

7.5 

1 
1 
I  47 

33  130 

39 

189 

1089 

21 

1894 

123 

5.0 

1 

i 
i 

i 
43 

29 

120 

29 

159 

126 

10.98 

5.63 

25 

-907 

589 

19 

894 

103 

4.5 

39 

25 

110 

19 

129 

111 

11.98 

5.13 

28 

89 

17 
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Larger  crop  yields  per  acre  gave  the  most  profitable  farms  an  advantage 
over  the  least  profitable  farms.   In  most  farm  management  studies  the  effect  of  high 
crop  yields  on  relative  earnings  is  very  apparent,  and  many  of  the  most  efficient 
farmers  are  atteiTipting  to  increase  their  net  incomes  by  the  adoption  of  better 
practices  to  improve  crop  yields  per  acre. 

The  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  v/as  handled  were 
the  two  most  iraportant  factors  accounting  for  the  difference  in  earnings  between 
the  two  groups  of  farms.   The  10  most  profitable  farms  had  an  average  investment  of 
$3403  in  productive  livestock  compared  with  $1546  on  the  least  profitable  group. 
This  represented  an  investment  per  acre  of  $14.95  and  $10.12  respectively,  from 
which  the  receipts  were  $31.45  and  $17.58  per  acre  for  the  two  groups.  The  high 
income  group  fed  more  than  twice  a.s  much  feed  per  farm  than  did  the  other  group, 
and  for  each  $100  worth  of  feed  fed  received  $199  in  livestock  returns  compared  with 
$165  for  the  other  group.   The  important  kinds  of  livestock  were  cattle  and  hogs 
(Table  2).   The  average  income  per  litter  of  hogs  was  $176  for  the  high  group  and 
$129  for  the  low  group. 

\ilhile  both  the  amount  of  livestock  and  the  efficiency  with  which  it  was 
handled  were  important  reasons  for  the  favorable  eax'nings  on  the  most  profitable 
group  of  frxms,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  price  situation  in  1935  gave  a 
marked  advantage  to  the  livestock  farmer,  Tliese  results  should  not  be  interpreted, 
therefore,  as  indicating  a  need  for  an  undue  expansion  in  livestock  enterprises. 
It  is  generally  true  that  farmers  who  have  a  number  of  important  sources  of  income 
are  in  better  position  to  take  advantage  of  price  changes  than  are  those  whose 
incomes  are  largely  limited  to  one  source, 

■The  larger  income  on  the  most  profitable  f-.rms  was  secured  with  an  ex- 
pense of  $5.93  per  acre  for  labor  and  $2.73  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total 
of  $8.66  for  these  two  important  items  of  expense.   The  lovi^er  income  on  the  other 
group  of  fa.rms  was  accompanied  by  a  higher  cost  per  acre,,  as  shown  by  an  expense  of 
$7.74  for  labor  and  $4,46  for  power  and  machinery,  or  a  total  of  $12.20. 

After  all  expenses  were  paid,  including  pay  for  family  labor  and  5  per- 
cent interest  on  total  investment,  the  more  successful  operators  had  $3840  left  for 
their  labor  and  management,  while  the  least  successful  operators  had  $674. 
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Variations  in  Sarnings  CK-er  Five-year  Period 

A  cotiTjarison  of  production,  income  and  expense  on  the  accounting  farms  in 
Carroll  county  for  tlie  last  five  years  is  interesting  because  of  the  changes  in  price 
level.   Yields  of  corn,  .and  oats  were  much  better  in  1935  than  in  1934,  yet  the  income 
from  crops  was  $395  less  than  it  was  in  1934.  Livestock  income,  on  the  other  hand, 
was  $1800  more  than  it  was  in  1934. 

Operating  costs  per  acre  aiu-ing  the  five  years  ranged  from  $9.11  to  $17.63, 
while  gross  income  per  acre  ranged  from  $10,14  to  $25.79,  the  latter  figure  being  for 
1935. 

Table  4, — Co;.marison  of  Earnings  and  Investments  on  Accounting 
Farms  in  Carroll  County  for  1931-1935 


Itemj 


19oll7    1935gr!    1953^r 


Number  of  farms  -------- 

Average  size  of  farms,  acres-  - 


Gross  income  per  acre  - 
Operating  cost  per  acre 
Net  income  oer  acre  -  - 


Average  value  of  land  per  acre-  -  - j 
Total  investment  per  acre  __---] 

i 

Investment  per  farm  in:  j 

Total  livestock  ---------i 

Cattle I 

Hogs j 

Poultry  -------------! 


52 
177 

$  11.80 
17.63 
-5.83 

$  117. 
136. 


$3427. 

1720. 

1005 . 

171. 


32 
155 

$  10.14 
13.54 
-3.40 

$  107. 
169. 


$2290. 

1280. 

433. 

136. 


Gross  income  per  farm  ------  -j  $2089.  ■    $1d68. 


Income  per  farm  from; 
Crops  -------- 

liiscellaneous  income- 
Total  liver^tock  -  -  - 
Cattle-  ------- 

Dairy  sales  -  -  -  -  - 

Hogs-  -------- 

Poultry  ------- 


Cash  balance- 


Average  yield  of  corn  in  bu.- 
Average  yield  of  oats  in  bu.- 


$-933. 

60. 

2029. 

279. 

435. 

1009. 

237. 

1790. 

45. 
41. 


$  -99. 
53. 
1515. 
284. 
446. 
587. 
194. 

1090. 

bo . 
55. 


33 
157 

$  17.14 

10.21 

6.93 

$  103. 
155. 


$1594. 

883. 

343. 

93. 

$2599. 


$  703. 
53. 
1943. 
410. 
415. 
915. 
155. 

1207. 

55 . 
35. 


1934   ! 


30 
178 

$  18.89 
9.11 
9.73 

$  91. 
133. 


$1770. 

902. 

383. 

94. 

$3360. 


$  270. 

60. 

3030. 

831. 

580. 

1278. 

251. 

1825. 

39. 
15. 


1935 


50 
133 

26.79 
10.47 
16.32 


$  87. 


$2406 . 

1309. 

550. 

114. 

$4894. 


$-125. 

64. 

4830. 

1499. 

724. 

2160. 

354. 

2589. 

59. 
45. 


1/   Records  from  Carroll,  Sock  Island,  and  ^Ahiteside  comities  only  for  1931, 
2/  Records  from  Carroll  and  '^iteside  co-onties  only  for  1932  and  1933. 
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Variation  in  Cron  Yields  in  Different  Parts  of  Illinois 

Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years  vary  from  one  part  of  the 
state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the  cropping  system  practised, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.   Crop  yields  in  any  year  vary  from  one  area 
to  another,  depending  upon  ^he  amount  and  distribution  of  rainfall,  insect  dam- 
age, frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  co^anties  and 
below  average  in  other  counties  (Figure  1).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans |  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  whole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  same  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  averag'^,  while  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  bolow  average. 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the-  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St,  Louis.   They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  Eiver  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop 
yields  in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were 
fewer  bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  tno  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel 
was  less  also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  Changes  in  1934  and  1935 

Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products  advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than 
the  price  of  things  Vifhich  farmers  buy.   For  1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64 
percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935  they  had  advanced  to  88  percent. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  commodities 
bought  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level.  For  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  ijroducts  advanced  from  an  index  of  64  in 
1934  to  76  in  193o. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grains  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  d-oring  1935.  For  the  United  states  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
January  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  anim.als  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Fig.  2).   Corn  was 
worth  86  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  ir.  December  (a 
shift  in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  bushel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton 
to  $7.60  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price 
of  livestock  and  livestock  products  went  up.   Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  hundred  in 
January  1935  but  wsrv  worth  $9.00  in  December.  3eef  cattle  advanced  from  $6.35 
to  $7.90,  and  lambs  from  $7.57  to  $9.30  a  hundred.   Butterfat  advanced  from  29 
cents  to  32  cents  a  pound,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs 
advanced  from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to 
25  cents  a  pound  when  compsj-ing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  s.-)ine  year. 


Summary  of  Annual  Farm  Business  Reports 

on  One  Thousand  Six  Hundred 

Thirty-Nine  Farms 

For  the  Year  1935 


2.  MIXED 
LIVESTOCK 


3.  LIVESTOCK 
AND  GRAIN/7r 


I.  DAIRY 

%  AND  TRUCK 


5  GENERAL 
FARMING 


6.  WHEAT,  DAIRY 
AND  POULTRY 


I  r-  8.  GRAIN  AND 
LIVESTOCK 


9   FRUIT    AND 
VEGETABLE 


THE    NINE     MAJOR    TYPE-OF-FARMING 
AREAS     IN    ILLINOIS 


Department  of  Agricultural  Economics 

College  oi  Agriculture  and  Extension  Service  in  Agriculture 

and  Home  Economics 

University  of  Llinois,  Urbana 

June,  1936 


M^26 


II 


Summary  of  Farm  Business  Reports 
on 
One  Thousand  Six  Hundred  Thirty-nine  Farms 
in  Illinois,  for  1935 

P.  E.  Johnston  and  J.  B.  Cunningham 


The  average  net  income  an  acre  for  Illinois  accounting  farms  was  $5.07 
for  1935,  as  compared  with  $5.17  for  1934,  $3.07  for  1933,  and  $1.50  for  1932 
(Figure  l).  These  returns  represent  net  cash  income  an  acre  less  the  vplue  of  un- 
paid family  lahor.  They  do  not  include  inventory  changes  or  the  money  value  of 
food,  fuel,  and  other  items  of  living  furnished  the  fai-m  family. 
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Fig.  1. — Net  cash  income  an  acre,  average  for  Illinois  account- 
ing farms  1926-1935. 


Cash  incomes  averaged  $4462  a  farm  in  1935  and  $3797  in  1934,   Cash 
farm  "business  expenditures  7/ere  also  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934,  $2570  and  $1930 
a  farm  respectively,  which  accounts  for  the  fact  that  the  net  per  acre  was 
slightly  less  in  1935  than  in  1934. 

Cash  business  expenditures  were  larger  in  1935  than  in  1934  for  all 
items  except  taxes.  The  following  data  indicate  the  -percentage  which  the  1935 
expenditures  were  of  the  1934:  livestoclt  purchases  177  percent,  feeds  "bought,  112 
percent,  machinery  171  percent,  improvements  142  percent,  labor  hired  134  percent, 
crop  expense  119  percent,  and  taxes  97  percent.  Total  expenditures  in  1935  were 
138  percent  of  the  1934  outlays. 
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The  increased  exjoenditures  for  rnachinery  and  ii:iprovement3  resulted  in  an 
increase  in  inventory  for  these  items.  Ket  farm  incomes  were  higher  in  19?5  on  the 
inventory  basis  than  on  the  cash  basis  (Table  3).   The  average  inventory  increase 
was  $465  a  farm  in  1934  but  was  $392  a  farm  in  1935. 

Home  account  studies  indicate  that  tnere  is  a  wide  variation  in  the 
value  of  home  grown  products  used  by  farm  families.  As  the  net  income  per  farm  in- 
creases there  is  a  tendency  for  the  value  of  such  products  to  increase.   In  those 
areas  of  the  state  with  low  income,  however,  the  percent  that  this  item  is  of  the 
total  income  is  larger  and  relatively  more  important.  Sixty-four  percent  of- the  money 
value  of  foods  used,  in  1935,  by  215  farm  families  located  in  various  areas  of  the 
state  was  produced  on  the  farm.   The  value  of  home-grown  farm  products,  when 
figured  at  the  wholesale  prices  for  which  the  products  could  have  been  sold,  ■ 
amoiunted  to  $337  per  family  (4.9  parsons)  or  approximately  $70  per  person,  for  a 
group  of  375  farm  families  in  the  Farm  Bureau-Farm  I!anagement  Service  in  1935. 
This  item  may  be  considered  an  additional  income  over  and  above  the  net  income 
as  indicated  by  the  accounting  records. 

ITet  cash  income  an  acre  is  one  of  the  best  :;ieas\"ires  for  comparing 
incomes  of  groups  of  farms  over  a  period  of  years  since  it  is  not  influenced  by 
changes  in  inventory  of  either  land  or  eauipment.  IJet  income  an  acre  may  be 
capitalized  at  any  desirable  rate  of  interest  to  ^-^alculate  the  earned  value  of  the 
property.  Net  income  a,n  acre  is  also  useful  in  contrasting  the  income  level  of 
different  areas  in  the  state  for  one  yeai'  or  for  a  period  of  years. 

In  using  the  data  from  this  summary  the  reader  must  keep  in  mind  that 
income  data  from  farm  accounts  do  not  represent  a.verage  farm  conditions.   The 
accounting  f'rms  are  larger  than  average,  croD  yields  and  livestock  efficiency  are 
above  average,  and  earnings  are  correspondingly  high.  Comparisons  from  year  to 
year  and  from  area  to  area  are,  however,  valid. 

Variation  by  F?rming-Typu  Areas 

Farm  earnings  v-ry  widely  from  one  section  of  the  state  to  another, 
A  part  of  the  variation  is  due  to  the  natural  productivity  of  the  soil,  yet  there 
are  other  factors  which  have  even  more  weight  in  certain  years.  Among  the  more 
imrDortant  items  in  this  category  may  be  included:   (l)  differences  in  crop  yields 
due  to  drouth,  floods,  and  insect  damage;  (2)  variations  in  the  price  of  products 
sold.   In  1935  the  price  situation  favored  the  beef  cattle  and  hog  sections,  as 
contrasted  with  the  grain  and  dairy  areas. 

Variation  in  crop  yields.   Average  crop  yields  over  a  period  of  years 
vary  from  one  part  of  the  state  to  another,  depending  upon  the  kind  of  soil,  the 
cropping  system  practised,  and  upon  the  amount  of  livestock  fed.  Crop  yields  in 
any  year  vary  from  one  area  to  another,  deoending  utpon  the  amount  and  distribution 
of  rainfall,  insect  d-'^inage,  frost  damage,  etc. 

Crop  yields  in  1935  were  much  above  the  average  in  some  comities  and 
below  average  in  other  co\inties  (Figure  2).  The  1935  combined  yield  of  corn, 
oats,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  hay  for  the  state  as  a  v/hole  was  about  4  percent  above 
the  yield  of  the  --ame  crops  for  the  period  1924-1933.   Corn,  soybean,  and  hay 
yields  were  above  average,  v/hile  wheat  and  oats  yields  were  below  average. 
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Pig.   2. — Crop  yields  for  1935i    compared  ^vitli  lO-year  average  yields 

(I92U-I933)   for  the   same   county,      Tlie  indices  are  "based  on 

covinty  yields  of  com,    oats,   wheat,    soybeans  and  tame  hay. 

(Preliminaiy  estimate    Illinois  Crop  and  Live   Stock  Statistics) 
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Fig.  3, — Price  indices  which  represent  the  average  monthly  farm  prices 

in  Illinois  for  corn,  hogs,  teef  cattle  and  butterfat  1934-1935. 
(1921-1929=100) 

Yields  were  much  above  average  in  1935  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the 
northeast  part  of  the  state  and  for  another  area  east  of  St.  Louis.  They  were 
much  below  average  for  a  group  of  counties  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  state 
and  below  average  for  a  group  along  the  Illinois  River  in  the  west-central  part 
of  the  state.  Areas  that  had  high  crop  yields  in  1934  followed  by  low  crop  yields 
in  1935  had  large  inventory  losses  in  the  grain  account  since  there  were  fewer 
bushels  of  grain  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  the  price  per  bushel  was  less 
also  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Price  changes  in  1934  and  1955.  Prices  of  Illinois  farm  products 
advanced  more  rapidly  in  1935  than  the  price  of  things  which  farmers  buy.  For 
1934  Illinois  farm  prices  were  64  percent  of  the  1921-1929  level,  whereas  in  1935 
they  had  advanced  to  88  percent.   During  the  same  period  the  average  of  the  prices 
paid  by  farmers  for  commodities  bouglit  advanced  from  80  to  82  percent  of  the  1921- 
1929  level.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole  the  price  of  farm  products  advajiced 
from  an  index  of  64  in  1934  to  76  in  1935. 

The  relationship  between  the  price  of  grfiins  and  livestock  changed 
very  rapidly  during  1935.  For  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  grain  prices  for 
Januajy  1935  were  115  percent  of  the  1909-1914  level,  but  had  declined  by  Decem- 
ber to  89  percent.   In  contrast  the  price  of  meat  animals  advanced  from  an  index 
of  96  in  January  1935  to  an  index  of  120  for  December. 

Illinois  farm  prices  were  erratic  during  1935  (Figure  3).   Corn  was 
worth  85  cents  a  bushel  in  January,  1935,  but  only  48  cents  in  December  (a  shift 
in  the  price  index  from  128  to  71  where  calculated  on  the  1921-1929  base). 
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Oats  dropped  from  53  cents  a  "bunhel  to  23  cents.  Hay  dropped  from  $15,17  a  ton  to 
$7.80  in  the  same  period.   In  contrast  to  declining  feed  prices,  the  price  of 
livestock  and  livestock  products  v/ent  up.  Hogs  were  worth  $7.25  a  mmdred  in  Jan- 
•aary  1935,  hut  were  worth  $9.00  in  December,   Beef  cattle  advanced  from  $5.36  to 
$7.90,  and  lamhs  from  $7,67  to  $9.30  a  hundred.  Butterfat  advanced  from  29  cents 
to  32  cents  a  po\and,  milk  advanced  from  $1.65  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  eggs  advanced 
from  25  cents  to  30  cents  a  dozen  and  wool  advanced  from  21  cents  to  25  cents  a 
pound  v/hen  comparing  January  1935  with  December  of  the  same  year. 

Variations  in  income.  The  Chicago  dairy  area  (Area  1)  was  the  only 
section  of  the  state  having  for  1935  an  average  net  cash  income  an  acre  below  the 
average  for  1930-1934  (Table  l).  The  mixed  livestock  area  of  northviestern 
Illinois  had  the  highest  average  net  cash  income  an  acre  for  1935,  although  this 
was  not  true  for  either  of  the  5-year  periods  1925-1929  or  1930-1934.  Cash  incomes 
are  influenced  by  crop  yields  of  the  preceding  year,  which  accounts  for  the  fact 
that  the  cash  income  an  acre  was  higher  in  Areas  7  and  8  in  1935  than  in  1934. 
These  two  areas  had  more  favorable  crop  yields  in  1934  than  did  other  areas  in  the 
state.  Area  8  is  the  only  area  having  an  average  decrease  in  inventory  for  1935, 
and  this  was  due  to  the  large  decrease  in  the  feed  and  grain  account  (Table  3). 

Table  1. — Net  Cash  Income  an  Acre,  Illinois  Accounting  Farms,  By  Farming-Type  Areas 
for  the  Periods  1925-1929,  1930-1934,  and  1935 


Area  1. 
Area  2. 
Area  3. 
Area  4, 
Area  5. 
Area  6, 
Area  7, 
Area  8. 


Average 
Farming-type  area 1925-1929 

Dairy  and  truck $9.90 

Mixed  livestock S.OO 

Livestock  and  grain 8.83 

Cash  Grain 8.83 

General  farming 5.54 

■JVlieat,  dairy  and  poultry 3.65 

Mixed  farming 1.36 

Grain  and  livestock 4.07 


Average 

1930-1934 

1935 

$5.55 

$3.33 

4.80 

7.62 

4.89 

6.02 

4.35 

5.50 

3.15 

4.22 

1,84 

3.37 

1.17 

3.38 

1.32 

4.45 

Differences  in  the  organization  and  operation  of  farms  in  the  differ- 
ent sections  of  the  state  is  clearly  indicated  by  Tables  2  and  3.   Investments  per 
farm  and  per  acre  for  all  items  vary  widely  in  the  different  farming-type  areas. 
The  comparison  for  improvement,  machinery  and  livestock  is  particularly  significant, 


The  investment  an  acre  in  b'jildings  and  the  expense  an  acre  for  power 
and  machinery  seem  to  be  closely  correlated  with  the  amount  of  livestock  an   acre. 
Labor  cost  a  crop  acre  was  smallest  for  the  grain  area  (Area  4),  where  fai-ras  are 
large  and  where  there  was  but  little  livestock. 

Inventory  increases  were  lai'gest  in  Area  1,  while  Area  8  suffered  an 
inventory  loss.   It  is  very  likely  that  some  of  the  inventory  increases  may  never 
be  converted  to  cash  since  some  of  the  beef  cattle  have  already  been  sold  for  less 
than  their  January  1,  1936  inventory  value.   It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the 
net  income  an  acre  is  higher  on  the  inventory  basis  than  on  the  cash  basis  for 
all  areas  except  Area  8. 
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The  soybean  jdelds  for  1935  axe  ouite  -uiu-eliable  since  in  some  areas 
many  of  the  beans  had  not  been  harvested  at  the  time  the  acco^ant  books  were  closed; 
therefore  yields  were  estimated. 

Returns  for  each  $100  of  feed  fed  to  productive  livestock  were  lowest 
in  Area  4  (the  St.  Louis  dairy  area)  and  highest  in  Area  3  (the  beef  cattle  and 
hog  section).  This  difference  is  due  primarily  to  the  fact  that  prices  for  beef 
cattle  and  hogs  were  more  favorable  in  1935  than  the  price  of  dairy  products. 

Summaries  ^:/   Counties  and  Gro^jps  of  Counties 

For  a  more  detailed  study  of  fatrm  earnings  in  1955  the  summaries  of 
business  records  on  the  following  pages  (Table  A)  may  be  referred  to.  They  shov/ 
a  wide  varie.tion  in  such  items  a,s  capital  investment,  income  and  expenses,  by 
counties  and  groups  of  counties. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  there  is  considerable  variation,  from 
county  to  county,  even  within  the  type- of- farming  areas,  where  conditions  are 
relatively  'oniform. 
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Table  A. — Summary,  by  Areas,  of  Business  Records  From  1,639  Illinois  Farms,  1935 


Accounting  items 


Boone, 
DuPage. 

McHenry. 
Lake, 
Cook 


DeKalb 


Rock 
Island 


Jo  Daviess, 
Stephenson, 
Winnebago 


Whiteside. 
Ogle, 
Lee 


Carroll 


Henry, 
Stark, 
Bureau, 
Marshall- 
Putnam 


Mercer 


Warren, 
Knox 


Capital  investment,  total , 

Land 

Farm  improvements 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry 

Income,  net  increases,  total 

Feed  and  grain 

Labor  and  miscellaneous 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry  and  eggs 

Dairy  sales 

Expenses,  net  decreases,  total 

Farm  improvements 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Crop  expense 

Hired  labor 

Taxes 

Horses 

Livestock  and  miscellaneous 

Income  less  expense 

Total  unpaid  labor 

Net  farm  income 

Rate  earned  on  investment  (percent) . . 
Labor  and  management  wage 

Size  of  farm,  acres 

Tillable  land  (percent) 

Gross  income  an  acre 

Total  expense  an  acre 

Net  income  an  acre 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in — 

Corn 

Oats 

Wheat 

Soybeans  for  grain 

Other  cultivated  crops 

Legume  hay  and  pasture 

Nonlegume  hay  and  pasture 

Bushels  an  acre — Corn 

Oats 

Wheat 

Barley 

Soybeans 

Returns  for  ilOO  of  feed   

Returns  for  SlOO  of  poultry 

Dairy  sales  from  each  cow 

Returns  for  eacti  litter 

Investment  an  acre  in  livestock 

Income  an  acre  from  livestock 

Power  and  machinery  cost  a  crop  acre 

Labor  cost  for  XlOO  gross  income 

Labor  cost  an  acre 

Expense  for  SlOO  gross  income 

Excess  of  sales  over  expenses 

Increase  in  inventory 

Value  of  land  an  acre 

Total  investment  an  acre 

Number  of  farms  included 


$30  181 

18   190 

5   824 

1   668 

1  694 

2  805 
427 

1  892 
184 
196 
106 

4  370 

191 

56 

4   123 

20 

912 

727 

143 

276 

2  045 

1  669 
236 
47S 


J30  110 

19   193 
5  081 

1  .?84 

2  058 
2   394 

389 
1  273 
437 
178 
117 

4  898 

553 

48 

4  297 
28 

1   727 

1  429 
126 
338 
649 

1  302 
223 
377 


?28  376 
17  450 
4  794 

1  619 

2  254 
2   259 

382 
1  055 

688 
42 
92 

4  425 


$24  623 
13  908 

5   425 


«30   113 
19  091 


569 
326 
371 
372 
383 
114 
86 


4  004 


232 
380 
250 


213 
201 
207 


59 

4  366 

36 

1  195 

2  429 

54 
270 
382 

1  663 

220 
390 
435 
125 
189 
241 


85 
3  919 

13 
973 
1  615 
113 
257 
948 

1  256 
220 
365 
62 
167 
195 
177 


062 
499 
054 
407 
414 
354 
444 
112 
83 


4  206 

41 

93 

4  072 

34 

1  487 

1  560 

124 

234 

633 

1  259 
227 
330 


?25  394 

15  854 

4  249 

1  163 

1  722 

2  406 
387 

1  309 

550 

46 

114 

4  894 


J30  898 

21  464 


170 

248 
212 


64 

4  830 

23 

1  499 

2  160 

70 
354 
724 

1  212 
210 
255 
125 
171 
203 
185 


892 
320 
158 
064 
352 
841 
676 
120 
75 

50S 
446 

73 
989 

26 
203 
067 
176 
249 
268 


1  226 
195 
343 


J34  569 

22  938 

4  660 


284 
483 
204 
494 
569 
957 
85 
99 


6  587 


$35  948 

25  491 

4  592 


183 

218 
223 


78 

6  509 

84 

1  937 

3  781 

137 

269 

301 

3  044 

282 
386 
1  479 
149 
398 
254 


2  701 
762 


3  596 
710 


2  886 


63 


2  762 
679 


2  083 


70 


2  748 

754 


1  994 


2  947 
704 


63 


3  682 
701 


3  282 
693 


2  589 


96 


3  543 
632 


2  911 


323 
278 
264 
463 
090 
601 
53 
57 


4  920 

930 

89 

3  901 

46 

942 

2  300 
116 
193 
304 

1  384 
230 
366 

"195 
289 
234 


3  536 
681 


2  855 


6.42 
«912 

198.6 
80.0 

J22.00 

12.24 

9.76 


23.7 
19.6 

'2.3 
18.7 
22.4 
13.3 

54.2 
40.7 
15.2 

isii 

X181.00 

246.00 

114.00 

146.00 

14.26 

20.66 

5.14 
24.00 

8.12 
52.00 

XI  423 
1  278 

92 
152 
53 


9.59 
Jl  909 

183.9 
93.5 

«26.63 
10.94 
15.69 


30.0 

23.3 

.8 

4.1 
14.7 
17.2 

9.9 

57.8 
52.8 
17.9 

isis 

?192  00 

274.00 

94.00 

144.00 

13.92 

23.21 

3.59 
18.00 

5.88 
41.00 

XI  875 
1  721 

104 

164 

34 


Jl 


7.34 
172 

191.2 
85.1 

X23.14 
12.25 
10.89 


32.8 

13.5 

2.3 

3,7 

7.1 

24.0 

16.6 

51.1 
28.5 
14.7 

iiis 

X168.00 

260.00 

52.00 

139.00 

12.34 

22.65 

4.72 
19.00 

6.77 
53,00 

$2   324 
438 

91 

148 

30 


8.10 
299 

210.3 
72.5 

X19.04 
9.56 
9.48 


22.0 
21.1 
l.I 
.6 
12.3 
24.1 
18.8 

50.0 
34.7 
15.3 

X190.00 

262.00 
72.00 

145.00 
11.17 
18.57 

4.86 
23.00 

7.59 
50.00 

XI  863 
885 

66 
117 
59 


XI 


7.45 
247 

201.6 
83.0 

X20.86 
9.74 
11.12 


31.9 
22.2 
2.1 
4.4 
9.0 
18.8 
11.6 

51.6 

42.5 
15.8 

i4!i 

X176.00 

257.00 

74.00 

155.00 

11.64 

20.03 

3.66 
22.00 

6.49 
47.00 

X2  288 
659 

95 
149 

44 


X2 


11.74 
215 

182.7 
84.2 

X26.79 
10.47 
16.32 


28. 
24. 

i! 

7. 
20. 

17. 


59.0 
45.1 
12.5 

22!6 

XI86.00 

279.00 

69.00 

160.00 

13.33 

26.31 

3.63 

18.00 

6.98 

39.00 

X2  589 
1  093 

87 
139 
30 


XI 


8.38 
574 

195.5 
89.5 

X23.06 

9.82 

13.24 


XI 


54.9 
32.1 
22.9 

isii 

Xi8r.oo 

296.00 
55.00 

152.00 
11.37 
20.27 

3.34 
19.00 

5.91 
43.00 

XI  933 
1  349 

110 
158 
60 


8.42 
676 

228.5 
76.1 

X28.83 
16.09 
12.74 


36.7 
9.4 
1.4 
2.9 
3.5 
24.3 
21.8 

48.8 
33.1 
16.3 

i7!8 

X175.00 

254.00 

54.00 

160.00 

15.50 

28.12 

4.34 
15.00 

7.58 
56.00 

X2  094 
1  449 

100 
151 

38 


7.94 
XI  572 

233. 4 
84.8 

X20.90 
8.77 
12,13 


37.0 

10.6 

.9 

16.6 

2.4 
19.7 
12. S 

51.1 
32.9 
11.6 

19^3 

X2O2.0O 

280.00 

54.00 

142.00 

9.60 

16.37 

3.26 
19.00 

5.58 
42.00 

X2  359.00 
1  177.00 

X   108.00 

X  153.00 

30 


{Tabu  is  continued  on  next  page) 


Table  A. — Summary,  by  Areas,  of  Business  Records  From  1,639  Illinois  Farms,  1935 — Contimied 


Accounting  items 


Capital  investment,  total 

Land 

Farm  improvements 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry 

Income,  net  increases,  total 

Feed  and  grain 

Labor  and  miscellaneous 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultrj*  and  eggs 

Dairy  sales 

Expenses,  net  decreases,  total 

Farm  improvements 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Crop  expense 

Hired  labor 

Taxes 

Horses 

Livestock  and  miscellaneous 

Income  less  expense 

Total  unpaid  labor 

Net  farm  income 

Rate  earned  on  investment  (percent) . 
Labor  and  management  wage 

Size  of  farm  ,  acres 

Tillable  land  (percent) 

Gross  income  an  acre 

Total  expense  an  acre 

Net  income  an  acre 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in — 

Corn 

Oats 

Wheat 

Soybeans  for  grain 

Oth  r  cultivated  crops 

Legume  hay  and  pasture 

Nonlegume  liay  and  pasture 

Bushels  an  acre— Corn 

Oats 

Wheat 

Barley 

Soybeans 

Returns  for  XIOO  of  feed 

Returns  for  JSIOO  of  poultry 

Dairy  sales  from  each  cow 

Returns  for  each  litter 

Investment  an  acre  in  livestock 

Income  an  acre  from  livestock 

Power  and  machinery  cost  a  crop  acre 

Labor  cost  for  j!100  gross  income 

Labor  cost  an  acre 

Expense  for  jlOO  gross  income 

Excess  of  sales  over  expenses 

Increase  in  inventory 

Value  of  land  an  acre 

Total  investment  an  acre 

Number  of  farms  included 


Peoria 


$21  577 
J19  167 


486 
382 
715 
827 
418 
728 
528 
61 
92 

019 
957 
126 
936 
24 
508 
636 
145 
303 
320 


1  087 
167 
300 


163 
203 
194 


2  932 
725 


2  207 


McDonough 


$M  9(il 
21  773 

3  786 

1  361 

2  078 
1  964 

378 

884 

576 

44 

82 

4  915 
181 

66 

4  668 

62 

1  340 

2  626 

63 
258 
319 

1  228 
1S4 
340 


146 
266 
202 


3  687 
687 


3  000 


Henderson, 
Hancock 


$U   344 
17  139 

2  954 
947 

1  513 

1  791 

388 

742 

520 

78 

63 

3  396 
143 

62 

3  191 

36 

736 

1  882 

88 

169 

280 

1  037 
140 
269 


137 
225 
206 

'60 

2  359 
652 

1  707 


Henderson 


X22  583 

IS  095 

2  812 

1  020 

1  513 

2  143 
394 
998 
637 

58 
56 

3  660 

128 

79 

J  453 

72 

1  084 

1  830 

64 

162 

241 

1  114 
156 
317 


122 
248 
211 

'60 

2  546 
620 


S26  245 

17  871 

4  155 

1  293 

1  389 

1  538 

418 

752 

103 

113 

92 

3  316 

1  025 

75 

2  216 

42 
594 
498 

53 
286 
743 

1  094 
203 
356 


140 
156 
173 


66 


2  222 
720 


Will, 
Kendall 


in   248 

18  373 

4  450 

1  383 

1  459 

1  583 

398 

804 

207 

77 

97 

3  683 

1  052 

68 

2  563 

57 
670 
744 

51 
295 
746 

1  176 
220 
396 


Kankakee 


160 

156 
182 


2  507 
715 


iii  395 
24  077 
.4  639 

1  585 

2  396 

1  698 
580 
730 
199 

68 
121 

4  428 

2  195 
104 

2  129 
45 
SSO 
592 
25 
381 
536 

1  461 

223 
472 


Iroquois 


241 
215 
236 


74 


2  967 
747 


{38  986 

28  181 

5  054 

1  392 

2  253 
2  106 

703 
841 
311 
144 
107 

4  782 

2  017 

64 

2  701 

86 

813 

873 

107 

370 

452 

1  467 
244 
405 


Ford 


156 
289 
296 


3  315 
727 


J43  240 

32  852 

4  243 

1  666 

2  643 
1  836 

651 
744 
262 
64 
115 


60S 
764 
111 
733 
129 
894 
982 
49 
361 
318 

431 
260 
314 


177 
317 
296 


67 


4  177 
744 


3  433 


«1 


8.00 
381.00 

203.5 
76.7 

«19.75 

8.90 

10.85 


32.0 
14.9 

8.1 
12.6 

7.6 
15.8 

9.0 

51.3 
30.2 
14.9 

i9!7 

J204.00 

297.00 

54.00 

138.00 

8.02 

14.31 

$   3.63 

22.00 

6.52 

45.00 

$2   099.00 
833.00 

$   94.00 

2136.00 

30 


9.69 
«1  989.00 

218.4 
86.4 

«22.51 

8.77 

13.74 


35.3 
16.2 
6.3 
5.0 
5.8 
16.0 
14.8 

50.4 
39.1 
IS. 5 

2618 

JS191.00 

280.00 

68.00 

142.00 

9.62 

21.09 

$   3.13 

19.00 

5.88 

39.00 

J2  295.00 
1  392.00 

j;ioo.oo 

)tl42.O0 
44 


7.01 
$\   001.00 

207.2 
78.1 

$16.39 
8.15 
8.24 


29.7 
16.6 

4.7 
10.1 

9.5 
19.3 
10.1 

45.8 
31.5 
16.1 

i3!9 

J189.00 

235.00 

48.00 

146.00 

8.17 

15.23 

$   3.30 

25.00 

6.24 

50.00 

*1  740.00 
619.00 

$   83.00 

?117.00 

44 


8.53 
31  293.00 

202.2 
73.5 

J18.10 
8.57 
9.53 


38.3 
15.4 
1.6 
7.8 
6.2 
21.0 
9.7 

47.2 
28.0 
16.2 

ii^i 

3187.00 

245.00 

46.00 

141.00 

10.34 

16.72 

$   3.82 

23.00 

6.67 

47.00 

Jl  610.00 
936.00 

$   75.00 

J112.00 

30 


5.72 
700.00 

177.6 
88.7 

318.67 
10.21 
8.46 


31.9 
27.6 

2.8 
10.1 

5.7 
16.6 

5.3 

55.8 
25.6 
19.1 

i4!4 

3162.00 

262.00 

102.00 

146.00 

8.37 

12.24 

$   3.58 

25.00 

5.87 

55.00 

:  822.00 
1  400.00 

JtlOl.OO 

3148.00 

37 


6.58 
938.00 

177.4 
88.1 

320.76 
10.66 
10.10 


14.3 

3175.00 

256.00 

96.00 

148.00 

9.04 

14.13 

3  3.68 

23.00 

5.86 

51.00 

31  082.00 
1  425.00 

3104.00 

3154.00 

44 


6.45 
31  007.00 

242.9 
91.0 

318.23 
9.09 
9.14 


55.0 
28.5 
14.6 

26!5 

3181.00 

280.00 

72.  OU 

118.00 

5.45 

8.58 

3  3.54 

21.00 

4.70 

50.00 

31  922.00 
1  045.00 

3  99.00 
3142.00 

a 


31 


6.64 
131.00 

254.1 
91.7 

318.82 
8.64 
10.18 


35. 
24. 

6^ 
5. 

IS. 

12. 

59. 

34. 

6. 


22.9 

3202.00 

289.00 

76.00 

136.00 

7.13 

10.29 

3  2.94 

21.00 

5.19 

46.00 

II  656.00 
1  659.00 

3111.00 

3153.00 

35 


7.94 
31  805.00 

264.0 
94.5 

321.24 
8.24 
13.00 


39.8 
25.6 


7.5 
6.0 
16.8 
4.3 

59.2 

33.4 

1.7 

ib'.o 

3211.00 

267.00 

55.00 

150.00 

5.89 

9.86 

3  1.91 

18.00 

4.67 

39.00 

32  679.00 
1  498.00 

3124.00 

3164.00 

SI 


(Tafc/«  is  continued  on  next  pane) 


Table  A.— Summary,  by  Areas,  of  Business  Records  From  1,639  Illinois  Farms,  1935 — Continued 


Accounting  items 


Capital  investment,  total 

Land 

Farm  improvements 

Macliinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry 

Income,  net  increases,  total 

Feed  and  grain 

Labor  and  miscellaneous 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry  and  eggs 

Dairy  sales 

Expenses,  net  decreases,  total . 

Farm  improvements 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Crop  expense 

Hired  labor 

Taxes 

Horses 

Livestock  and  miscellaneous 

Income  less  expenses 

Total  unpaid  labor 

Net  farm  income 

Rate  earned  on  investment  (percent) . . 
Labor  and  management  wage  ....... 

Size  of  farm,  acres 

Tillable  land 

Gross  income  an  acre 

Total  expense  an  acre 

Net  income  an  acre 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in — 

Corn 

Oats 

Wheat 

Soybeans  for  grain 

Other  cultivated  crops 

Legume  hay  and  pasture 

Nonlegume  hay  and  pasture 

Bushels  an  acre — Corn :...■.. 

Oats , 

Wheat 

Barley 

Soybeans 

Returns  for  XlOO  of  feed 

Returns  for  jlOO  of  poultry 

Dairy  sales  for  each  cow 

Returns  for  each  litter 

Investment  an  acre  in  livestock 

Income  an  acre  from  livestock 

Power  and  machinery  cost  a  crop  acre 

Labor  cost  for  3100  gross  income 

Labor  cost  an  acre. 

Expense  for  3100  gross  income 

Excess  of  sales  over  expenses 

Increase  in  inventory 

Value  of  land  an  acre 

Total  investment  an  acre 

Number  of  farms  included 


Champaign 


J38  080 

29  708 

3  236 

1  407 

2  384 

1  345 
39S 
529 
267 

68 
86 

M  787 

2  754 

70 
1  963 

26 
465 
865 

35 
271 
301 

$1  417 
161 
413 


230 
244 
310 


Edgar. 
Vermilion 


$35  590 

26  405 

3  794 

1  464 

2  235 
1  692 

367 

732 

412 

97 

84 

W  519 

1  388 

58 

3  073 

29 

984 

1  500 

49 
275 
236 

SI  478 
191 
405 


$3   370 
631 


$2   739 


224 
312 
277 

"69 

$3   041 
649 

$2   392 


Douglas. 

Coles, 
Moultrie 


«39  591 

30  302 

3  451 


935 
394 
509 
415 
713 
284 
35 
62 


?5  112 

2  157 

146 

2  809 

55 

939 

1  248 

26 

215 

326 

Jl  684 
228 
321 


326 
415 
336 


58 


$3   428 
635 


$2   793 


DeWitt. 
Logan. 
Piatt 


$37  934 

28  20S 

3  575 

1   381 

3   192 

1   578 

489 

688 

263 

55 

83 

$i  545 

1  768 

67 

2  710 

37 

1   048 

1   013 

93 

270 

249 

Jl  628 
237 
412 


258 
328 
327 


$2  917 
667 


$2   250 


Sangamon 


336  487 

27   624 

3  875 


269 
723 
996 
513 
790 
524 
88 
81 


U  419 

737 

62 

3  620 

20 

955 

2   Oil 

109 

205 

320 

$1  646 
245 
363 


260 
419 
267 


$2   773 
662 


$2    HI 


Mason. 

Cass. 

Menard 


?26  090 

19   506 

2   701 

1   047 

1   515 

1    321 

547 

420 

251 

22 

81 

$3   290 


157 

71 

2  062 

22 

411 

1   076 

32 

300 

221 

$1  094 
143 
303 


178 
182 
236 


$2   196 
707 


$1   489 


Macon 


$3S  819 

30    179 

3  605 

1  588 

2  288 

1  159 
350 
453 
264 

18 
74 

$i  374 

2  431 
109 

1  834 
25 
330 
860 
21 
255 
343 

«1  520 
202 
363 


263 
313 

324 


$2  854 
670 


$2  184 


Adams 


Schuyler, 
Fulton 


«1   295 

14  085 

3   727 

1    141 

958 

1  384 
442 
540 
269 

66 
67 

$2  870 
234 
108 

2  528 

62 

480 

t    509 

75 
174 
228 

$i  051 
174 
340 


129 
166 
191 


$1  819 
738 


SI  081 


$23  945 

16   191 

3   707 

1   170 

1   213 

1   664 

382 

696 

426 

110 

50 

$3  284 

186 

91 

3  007 

35 

676 

1   850 

102 

164 

180 

Jl  028 
186 
279 

"152 
168 
191 

"52 

J2  256 
684 

Jl  572 


7.19 
Jl   319.00 

241.0 
94.5 

J19.86 

8.50 

11.36 


37.1 

17.9 

3.0 

22.4 

2.5 

11.4 

5.7 

56.5 
38.3 
20.7 


6.72 
Jl   093.00 

243.5 
92.3 

J18.56 
8.74 
9.82 


24.6 

J203 . 00 

268 .  00 

53.00 

140.00 

4.61 

8.04 

J   2    71 

18.00 

4.24 

43.00 

J2  479.00 
891.00 

J123.00 
158.00 
33 


55.1 
30.7 
20.5 

24^3' 

J178.00 

286.00 

45.00 

138.00 

6.47 

12.50 

J  2.97 

20.00 

4.89 

47.00 

J2   108.00 
933.00 

J108.00 
146.00 
33 


7.05 
Jl   325.00 

281.2 
90.9 

318.18 
8.25 
9.93 


29.9 
11.1 

9.0 
25.6 

7.9 
11.4 

5.1 

48.7 
35.8 
15.1 


5.93 
853.00 

251.5 
91.8 

J18.07 
9.12 
8.95 


34.9 
15.9 


21.2 
.2 


47.3 
37.3 
19.8 


5.78 
793 . 00 

248.8 
91.0 

J17.76 
9.28 
8.48 


5.71 
699.00 

232.9 
84.5 

J14.13 
7.74 
6.39 


23.9 

J163.00 

272.00 

61.00 

144.00 

4.74 

9.79 

J   1.81 

20.00 

4.30 

45.00 

J2    742.00 
686.00 

JI08.00 
141.00 
34 


23.1 

J184.00 

267.00 

49.00 

151.00 

5.93 

10.63 

J  2.94 

21.00 

4.67 

50.00 

J2  544.00 
373.00 

J112.00 
151.00 
36 


J2 


42.4 
43.1 
19.6 

i7]4' 

J182.00 

225.00 

67.00 

149.00 

7.22 

14.47 

J  3.14 

24.00 

5.59 

52.00 

155.00 
618.00 

Jill. 00 
147.00 
30 


41.0 
30.9 
15.3 

12^9 

J206.00 

316.00 

57.00 

129.00 

4.29 

8.76 

J  3.05 

26.00 

5.08 

55.00 

Jl  481.00 
715.00 

J  84.00 
112.00 
49 


5.63 
752.00 

240.2 
92.8 

J18.21 
9.12 
9.09 


32.7 
10.5 
11.3 
29.1 
1.1 
6.6 


51. 
39. 


5.08 
543 . 00 

208.4 
74.8 

J13.77 
8.58 
5.19 


24.9 
22.0 
10.0 
4.3 
6.1 
19.9 
12.8 

35,2 
31.1 
15.0 


6.57 
914.00 

227.3 
65.9 

J14.45 
7.53 
6.92 


23.2 

J204.00 

287.00 

61.00 

143.00 

4.05 

7.53 

J  2.57 

21.00 

4.59 

50.00 

J2  299.00 
555.00 

J126.00 
162.00 
33 


13.9 

X188.00 

239.00 

41.00 

143.00 

5.77 

11.83 

J  3.98 

30.00 

6.98 

62.00 

1  063.00 
756.00 

J  68.00 
102.00 
31 


38.1 
31.8 
13.3 

Mis' 

J193.00 

273.00 

39.00 

140.00 

6.82 

13.08 

J  3.38 

24.00 

6.17 

52.00 

81  585.00 
671.00 

J  71.00 
105.00 
30 


iTable  is  continued  on  next  page) 


Table  A. — Summary,  by  Areas,  of  Business  Records  From  1,639  Illinois  Farms,  1935 — Continued 


Accounting  items 


Capital  investment,  total 

Land 

Farm  improvements 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry 

Income,  net  increases,  total 

Feed  and  grain 

Labor  and  miscellaneous 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry  and  eggs 

Dairy  sales 

Expenses,  net  decreases,  total 

Farm  improvements 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Crop  expense 

Hired  labor 

Taxes 

Horses 

Livestock  and  miscellaneous 

Income  less  expense 

Total  unpaid  labor 

Net  farm  income 

Rate  earned  on  investment  (percent) , 
Labor  and  management  wage 

Size  of  farm,  acres 

Tillable  land 

Gross  income  an  acre 

Total  expense  an  acre 

Net  income  an  acre 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in — 

Com 

Oats 

Wheat 

Soybeans  for  grain 

Other  cultivated  crops 

Legume  hay  and  pasture 

Nonlegume  hay  and  pasture 

Bushels  an  acre — Corn 

OaU 

Wheat 

Barley 

Soybeans 

Returns  for  ?100  of  feed 

Returns  for  J5100  of  poultry 

Dairy  sales  from  each  cow 

Returns  for  eacli  litter    

Investment  an  acre  in  livestock 

Income  an  acre  from  livestock 

Power  and  machinery  cost  a  crop  acre 

Labor  cost  for  SlOO  gross  income 

Labor  cost  an  acre 

Expense  for  3100  gross  income 

Excess  of  sales  over  expenses 

Increase  in  inventory 

Value  of  land  an  acre 

Total  investment  an  acre 

Number  of  farms  included 


Pike, 
Brown 


{23  366 

IS  971 

3  282 

912 

1  083 

2  118 
376 

1    151 

445 

99 

47 

M   137 


Scott 


93 
044 

29 
252 
337 
106 
143 
177 


$1  313 
199 
231 
340 
118 
191 
157 


77 


$2  824 
691 


$2  133 


«25  913 

20  219 

2  224 

I    162 

926 

1   382 

401 

520 

319 

75 

67 

S3  585 

1  001 

75 

2  509 

34 

501 

1  643 

64 
146 
121 

$1  170 
116 
280 


195 

232 
290 


57 


$2  415 
686 


$1   729 


Morgan, 
Greene 


«33  409 
24  424 

3  934 
1  360 
1  765 
1  926 

436 

917 

450 

57 

66 

S4  494 
275 
113 

4  106 

50 

1  365 

2  072 
103 
198 
318 

XI  484 
216 
311 


236 
395 
261 


$3  010 
590 


$2  420 


Jersey 


{;21   096 

14  025 

2    796 

1    374 

I   358 

1  543 
439 
704 
270 

60 
70 

$3  751 
709 

57 

2  985 

42 

731 

1   445 

55 
201 
511 

Jl  079 
159 
317 


156 
206 
194 


47 


$2   672 
811 


SI  861 


Macoupin 


J20  245 

12  686 

3  425 

1   303 

1    166 

1  655 
390 
850 
214 
108 
103 

S3  549 
518 
126 

2  905 

18 
776 
1  004 
119 
331 
657 

SI  161 
174 
311 


164 
279 
161 


72 


S2  388 
722 


SI  666 


Christian 


S32   519 

24  347 

3   185 

1  563 

1  971 

1  453 

404 

592 

337 

40 

80 

S4  790 

1  887 

96 

2  807 

38 

484 

1   437 

37 
220 
591 

SI  453 
174 
396 


209 

282 


$3   337 
735 


S2   602 


Slielby 


S20   131 

14  127 

2   301 

960 

I    505 

1    238 

387 

469 

232 

69 

81 

S2  918 
980 

78 
1  860 

41 
443 
764 

52 
269 
291 

J912 
138 
262 


172 
117 
186 


37 


$2  006 
689 


SI  317 


Effingham 


S13  618 

7  948 

1   914 

921 

1    364 

1   472 

400 

786 

120 

37 

128 

S2    lis 


I 


96 

2  019 
49 
574 
464 
37 
448 
447 

S700 
106 
124 
90 
HI 
102 
105 


62 


SI   415 
616 


S799 


9.13 
499.00 

236.8 
68.6 

S17.47 
8.46 
9.01 


25.7 
12.4 
9.8 
.5 
14.3 
20.2 
17.1 

41.8 
31.8 
13.3 

S195.00 
251.00 

54.00 

178.00 

9.18 

16.96 

!         3.45 

20.00 

7.69 

48.00 

1    761.00 

1  063.00 

S67.00 
99.00 
32 


6.67 
922.00 

245.7 
78.6 

S14.59 
7.55 
7.04 


32.3 
10.1 
20.1 
4.6 
7.2 
13.4 
12.3 

35.6 
34.5 
18.7 

ii!2 

S196.00 

212.00 

34.00 

141.00 

5.30 

10.07 

t  3.10 

25.00 

5.48 

52.00 

1    457.00 

958.00 

S82.00 
105.00 
30 


7.24 
SI    181.00 

253. 0 
82.2 

S17.76 
8.19 
9.57 


27.4 
11.1 
22.0 
5.0 
7.2 
16.8 
10.5 

37.9 
31.8 
17.8 

14!4 

S168.00 

268.00 

60.00 

144.00 

8.00 

16.03 

3.07 

21  .00 

5.36 

46.00 

1    727.00 

1   283.00 


S97.00 
132.00 
40 


SI  309 !o5 

226.8 
83.4 

S16.54 
8.33 
8.21 


22.4 
8.9 

21.4 
4.4 
7.8 

18.4 

16.7 

42.3 
25.7 
20.2 

is^i 

SI  72. 00 

252.00 

64.00 

166.00 

6.49 

12.98 

3.51 

26.00 

6.64 

50.00 

1   814.00 

858.00 

S62 .  00 
93.00 
32 


8  23 
SI    173^00 

222.6 
80.7 

SIS. 94 
8.46 

7.48 


17.1 
10.8 
17.9 
5.5 
9.6 
19  5 
19.6 

32.9 
27.6 
19.7 

i9!i 

S1S7-00 

301.00 

72.01) 

143.00 

7.16 

12.97 

i  3.57 

26.00 

6.56 

53.00 

1    324.00 

1   064.00 

S57.00 
91  .00 
35 


8.00 
SI    473.00 

2.19.3 
92.5 

S20.02 
9.15 
10.87 


25.0 

8.1 

13.8 

31.6 


8 


50.3 
37.3 
18.6 

23!? 

j;i97.oo 

232,00 
62.00 

151.00 
5.17 
11.57 

2.78 

21.00 

5.21 

45.00 

2   643.00 

694.00 

S102.00 
135.00 

42 


6.54 
820.00 

193.5 
91.6 

S15.08 
8.27 
6.81 


27.0 
5.7 
5.9 

24.0 
4.3 

12.5 

19.6 

43.2 
24.7 
20.3 

i8!9 

)!188.00 

2S9 . 00 

49.00 

143.00 

5.18 

9.40 

;  2,75 

26.00 

5.35 

55.00 

1   576.00 

430.00 

S  73.00 
104.00 
30 


S.87 
523.00 

215.7 
86.3 

S9.80 
6.10 
3.70 


15.0 
12.3 
9.0 
3.8 
11.2 
16.1 
32.6 

26.8 
9.3 
14.9 

ib'.i 

S174.00 

287.00 

5 1 .  00 

151.00 

5.46 

9.13 

1.88 

32.00 

4.80 

58.00 

1  265.00 

150.00 

S37.00 
63.00 
36 


(Table  is  concluded  on  next  page) 


Table  A. — Summary,  by  Areas,  of  Business  Records  From  1,639  Illinois  Farms,  1935 — Concluded 


Accounting  items 


Capital  investment,  total 

Land 

Farm  improvements. 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry 

Income,  net  increases,  total 

Feed  and  grain 

Labor  and  miscellaneous 

Livestock,  total 

Horses 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry  and  eggs 

Dairy  sales 

Expense,  net  decreases,  total 

Farm  improvements 

Machinery  and  equipment 

Feed  and  grain 

Crop  expense 

Hired  labor 

Taxes 

Horses 

Livestock  and  miscellaneous 

Income  less  expense 

Total  unpaid  labor 

Net  farm  income 

Rate  earned  on  investment  (percent) . 
Labor  and  management  wage 

Size  of  farm,  acres 

Tillable  land ^. 

Gross  income  an  acre 

Total  expense  an  acre 

Net  income  an  acre 

Percent  of  tillable  land  in — 

Corn 

Oats 

Wheat 

Soybeans  for  grain 

Other  cultivated  crops 

Legume  hay  and  pasture 

Nonlegume  hay  and  pasture 

Bushels  an  acre — Corn 

Oats 

Wheat 

Barley 

Soybeans 

Returns  for  JlOO  of  feed 

Returns  for  ilOO  of  poultry 

Dairy  sales  from  each  cow 

Returns  for  eacli  litter 

Investment  an  acre  in  livestock 

Income  an  acre  from  livestock 

Power  and  machinery  cost  a  crop  acre 

Labor  cost  for  ^100  gross  income 

Labor  cost  an  acre ...  - -. 

Expense  for  5100  gross  income 

Excess  of  sales  over  expenses 

Increase  in  inventory 

Value  of  land  an  acre 

Total  investment  an  acre 

Number  of  farms  included 


Clinton, 

Bond, 

Montgomery 


J16  592 

10  336 

2  496 

1  074 

1  307 

1  379 
401 
667 
123 

63 
125 

$2   843 

498 

72 

2  272 

9 
599 
693 
70 
354 
548 

«872 
147 
232 

157 
157 
126 


$1   971 
663 


il  308 


Madis 


«16  739 

10  295 

2  538 

1  379 

1  261 

1  266 
345 
662 
139 

14 
106 

$1   879 

598 

98 

2  183 

21 
369 
550 

28 
447 
768 

$1  033 
158 
276 

i54 
209 
173 


$\   846 
616 


Jl  230 


St.  Claii 


XI9  140 

12  359 

2  943 

1  049 

1  387 

1  402 
465 
557 
158 

93 
129 

$i   084 

545 

54 

2  485 

21 
340 
877 
115 
536 
596 

Jl  038 
163 
271 

181 
194 
160 


S2  046 
637 


$\    409 


Randolph 


J13  690 

7  589 

2  641 

1  104 

1  290 

1  066 

362 

491 

98 

20 

95 

U  983 
186 

48 
I  749 

42 
388 
420 

24 
328 
547 

J719 
144 
211 

120 

83 

113 


XI  264 
703 


«561 


Randolph, 
Monroe 


JIS  320 


130 
415 
305 
363 
107 
380 
453 
145 
15 
114 


$1  324 
393 

54 
1  877 

15 
337 
610 

25 
421 
469 

?837 
129 

277 

i3i 

130 
118 


$\   487 
689 


J798 


Clark, 
Crawford 


J18  367 

11  100 

2  948 

952 

1  658 

1  709 

376 

797 

298 

106 

132 

a   633 


129 

3  504 

38 

742 

1  691 

143 

561 

329 

Jl  477 
163 
260 
428 
136 
281 
136 

73 

J2  156 
522 

Jl   634 


Jefferson. 

Marion. 

Jackson, 

Richland, 

Clay 


J  9  574 

5  318 

1  53! 

757 

966 

1   002 

363 

395 

93 

38 

113 

Jl    482 


54 
1   428 

38 
294 
387 

32 
425 
252 

J513 

90 

165 

2 

78 
60 

84 

34 

J969 
624 

J345 


White. 
Edwards, 
Wabash, 

Saline 


S14  516 

9  028 

2   066 

663 

1   627 

1    132 

371 

455 

145 

49 

112 


$1 


144 

41 

70 

2  033 

24 

391 

923 

62 

392 

241 

J83S 
130 
218 

iii 

191 
138 


Jl  309 
509 


J800 


7.88 
J867.00 

184.9 
84.5 

J1S.38 
8.31 
7.07 


17.1 
15.5 
19.9 
5.0 
6.5 
18.5 
17.5 


40.7 
32.0 
18.3 

iY.6 

JI65.00 

264.00 

71.00 

127.00 

6.. 30 

12.24 

J  3.61 

28.00 

6.26 

54.00 

Jl   363.00 
608 . 00 

JS6.n0 
90.00 
52 


7.35 
J786.00 

167.1 
82.6 

J17.23 
9.87 
7.36 


17.6 
10.8 
27.4 
1.9 
8.6 
19.2 
14.5 

40.8 
31.3 
19.5 

n.1 

J172.00 

380.00 

77.00 

138.00 

6.70 

12.94 

J     4.21 

27.00 

6.79 

57.00 

;i   445.00 
401  .00 

J  62.00 
100.00 
47 


7.36 
J862.00 

178.1 
83.6 

J17.32 
9.41 
7.91 


21.2 

15.0 

27.9 

1.0 

4.9 

21.5 

8.5 

47.3 
32.0 
18.3 

i6!6 

JI70.00 

370.00 

82.00 

171.00 

6.27 

13.83 

J  4.37 

26.00 

6.48 

54.00 

!1   477.00 
569.00 

J  69.00 
107.00 
30 


4.10 
J268.00 

195.4 
81.1 

J10.15 
7.28 
2.87 


12.3 
9.8 

29.8 
1.2 

10.9 

28.1 
7.9 

29.2 
27.5 
11.4 

13^2 

X148.00 

309.00 

57.00 

130.00 

4.34 

8.74 

J  3.14 

38.00 

6.17 

72.00 

J969.00 
295 .  00 

J39 . 00 
70.00 
37 


5.21 
J431.00 

194.7 
81.6 

J11.94 
7.84 
4.10 


15.2 

10.3 

32.2 

.8 

9.6 
23.5 

8.4 

33.9 
28.9 
13.9 

J149.0O 

340.00 

69.00 

128.00 

4.50 

9.56 

$  3.77 

34.00 

6.46 

66.00 

Jl   225.00 
262.00 

J47.00 
79.00 
54 


8.90 
Jl   064.00 

213.3 
81.3 

J17.03 
9.37 
7.66 


3.60 
J258.00 

181.0 
83.5 

J8.19 
6.28 
1.91 


15.4 
5.5 

14.0 
1. 


39.5 
16.5 
12.6 

io^o 

J189.00 

395.00 

49.00 

168.00 

7.49 

16.25 

J  3.39 

21.00 

6.24 

55.  OU 

Jl    632.00 
524.00 

J52.00 
86.00 
30 


6.1 

J180.00 

340.00 

47.00 

148.00 

4.06 

7.68 

J  3.22 

44.00 

6.56 

77.00 

J846.00 
123.00 

J29.00 
53.00 
42 


5.51 
J443.00 

203.4 
84.8 

J10.54 
6.61 
3.93 


34.1 
14.2 
11.4 

i.i 

J178.0O 

309.00 

46.00 

151.00 

4.47 

9.88 

J  3.30 

31.00 

5.59 

63.00 

Jl   414.00 
-105.00 

J44.00 
71.00 
35 
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